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ABSTRACT

Recreation, Livestock Grazing, and Protected Resource Values
in the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument

by

Lael Palmer, Master of Science
Utah State University, 2001

Major Professor: Dr. Mark Brunson
Department: Forest Resources

This thesis reports the results of a project which identified differences in characteristics
of Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument user groups as they related to their perceptions
of how they experience the Monument as recreationists. It explored opinions of four groups:
hikers vs. hunters and pre-designation users vs. post-designation users. Responses of these
groups were compared for attribution of perceived resource damage, feelings of crowding,
acceptability of management action, and importance of identified monument values to their visit.
In addition, characteristics of the users were examined to determine if demographic

characteristics accounted for differences in perception toward the resources. Finally, how these
groups perceived grazing livestock and multiple uses on the monument was examined.
Significant differences were found between most categories in hunters and hikers. Predesignation visitors and post-designation visitors differed only in a few categories.
(124 pages)
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CHAPTER!
INTRODUCTION

The designation of the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument (GSENM) in
southern Utah was a unique situation for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). President
Clinton surprised many of Utah's elected officials and residents by using the Antiquities Act to
designate the area as a national monument from across the Utah-Arizona border. The vast, open
area of sandstone canyons and arches had been managed mostly for recreation and livestock
grazing. The dedication made this area the agency's first national monument. The BLM was
assigned the task of developing and implementing a management plan that balanced their new
mandate (protection of geological, paleontological, archeological, historical, and biological
resources) with existing uses and activities, as well as fitting that new management into the
existing agency organizational culture. The BLM also received an unusually large amount of
money they could dedicate to research. This study was implemented to help the BLM understand
better how the presence and condition of cultural and biophysical resources affected the
experience of Monument backcountry visitors, and to identify the primary visitor and use
characteristics associated with backcountry recreation use in the Monument.
When the Monument was created, President Clinton (1996) made it clear that in addition
to other uses, recreation would continue in the Monument after designation. He named hunting
as a valid existing use for which the area would continue to be managed and said that the land
would also remain open for other recreation uses including hiking, camping, and fishing. Hunters
in Utah may have breathed a collective sigh of relief at this point - a portion of the Paunsagunt
hunting unit, where recreationists come to hunt trophy deer, elk, and pronghorn, lies within
Monument boundaries. Hikers, too, may have been relieved - protection was created for
hundreds of miles of remote desert trails, slot canyons, and cliff-tops that provide some of the
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best backpacking solitude and scenery in the country.
But neither the outstanding backcountry recreation nor the hunting was the main reason
the Mon4ment was established by presidential proclamation. The area was designated in order to
protect the outstanding geological, paleontological, archeological, historical, and biological
resources contained in its boundaries (Clinton 1996). In fact, except for indicating that hunting
and fishing would remain a valid use, recreation is not mentioned at all in the declaration that
establishes the area a national Monument through the Antiquities Act (Clinton 1996). Despite
this omission, recreation is a major consideration for the new Monument management. The
GSalM management plan (BLM 1999), which was developed to provide management and
direction for the entire area in the years following designation, deals extensively with managing
recreation use and development on the Monument - from designating camping areas to
providing Monumentwide use zoning. By understanding how humans use the Monument for
recreation, how they perceive and interact with natural resources, and how they differ as
recreationists, managers can be more effective in executing the mandate they were given by the
president in September 1996 to protect and maintain the Monument's natural resources.
From the onset, designation of the Monument was a contentious issue for
environmentalists, recreationists, and local residents (Cates 1996; Hedden 1999). Although
continued opportunities for recreation were guaranteed at designation, people were concerned
with how managers would handle resource protection and recreation access. Those visitors who
had been coming to the Monument for years were concerned with how management of the new
"post-designation" visitors would affect their access and recreation experience.
Environmentalists were concerned with how management would make protected Monument
values the priority. And everyone seemed to be worned about the cattle - how would continued
livestock grazing influence recreation and resource protection?
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When the Monument was established, President Clinton caned for protection of the
Monument's "spectacular array of scientific and historic resources" while preserving many
existing uses, including outdoor recreation and livestock grazing (Clinton 1996). Under
designation, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) was commissioned to manage the
Monument for the resources which make it worthy of protection - this meant that both primary
existing uses, recreation and grazing, should be secondary to other resources such as geologic,
paleontologic, archaeological, historic, and ecological resources. Since two main uses of the
Monument lands are recreation and grazing, this is a complicated task. For recreation to
successfully coexist with grazing and management for the protection of Monument values,
managers need to know how recreation affects these uses and vice versa. Only then can they
establish a Monument that satisfies the intended purpose of federal designation.

Study Site

The Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument is a 1.9 million acre area on the
Colorado Plateau in Southern Utah, approximately 290 highway miles south of Salt Lake City, or
250 miles east of Las Vegas (Figure 1). The Monument meets Capitol Reef National Park to the
northeast and Bryce Canyon National Park on the west. The area was declared a National
Monument by President Clinton in September 1996, much to the surprise of Utah's government
officials, local communities, and most of the federal land managers in the area.

Sections Witllin the Monument
The Monument can be divided into three major sections (Figure 2). The Grand Staircase
portion of the Monument is an area of white and red cliffs of Navajo sandstone in a series of
geological steps which ascend northward across the southwest corner of the Monument. The
staircase spans five different life zones from Sonoran desert to coniferous forests. The Grand
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Figure 1: The Grand Staircase-Escalante Monument in Utah

Staircase section of the Monument also contains numerous geologic sites and opportunities for
recreation. Popular recreational activities include hiking, backpacking, horseback riding,
mountain biking, camping, hunting, off-road vehicle use, and sight-seeing.
The Kaiparowits Plateau section of the Monument is a remote region containing large
sections of petrified trees, and a nearly continuous fossil record oflate Cretaceous terrestrial life.
Because of its remoteness and isolation, many plant species have evolved there virtually
unaltered by human interference.
The region was also a contact point for Fremont and Anasazi cultures, and numerous
prehistoric artifacts and structures there provide archeologists information about interactions
between these two groups.

7r~~~~
!

r'

1,_1

a.c; ••UOIlO

II_II_II_U_'._U_.I_"_' __ "_"_ .. _II_II_ .. _ .. _"
"'.:." MLlu: to

"""~ Ar.uoa.

Figure 2: The Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument
The Canyons of the Escalante section of the Monument consists of interconnecting
canyons of Jurassic sandstone. This popular recreational spot for hikers and backpackers is a
migration corridor for neo-tropical birds, and is habitat for many plant communities. Also found
in this section are artifacts and remains from early American Indian cultures and nineteenth
century pioneers. General access to the area is unrestricted, although a voluntary permit system
is in place for many of the more popular hikes. The Paunsagunt hunting unit falls partially within
the Monument, and is located in the southwest comer of the Monument, east of (and including)
Johnson Canyon Road and southeast of Bryce National Park. This hunting unit includes deer,
elk, and pronghorn for several types of big game hunts.
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Designation
In order to set the area aside as protected land, Clinton invoked the Antiquities Act of
1906. This act was created to provide protection for archeological resources by authorizing the
president to declare areas of public lands as National Monuments and to reserve private lands for
that purpose without the approval of Congress (Antiquities Act of 1906). And indeed, the
Kaiparowits Plateau section of the Monument has archeological resources to protect - it contains
at least 300 known ancient Indian archaeological sites (Salt Lake Tribune 1996). These sites along with paleontological, biological, historic, and ecological resources - were invoked as the
"outstanding resources" for which the Monument was worthy of protection (Clinton 1996).
Local communities near the Monument found the designation hard to swallow. Some
had depended on jobs which a displaced mining project would have created. Some saw
designation's increased federal protection and involvement in "local issues" as distasteful (Salt
Lake Tnbune 1996). Designation made it so that decisions to allow new uses such as mining or
expansion of existing uses - including campgrounds and visitor facilities - would have

to

be

weighed against their effect on the values for which the Monument was created to protect. But
critics of the Monument doubted whether Clinton's designation was for natural resource
protection, or was of a more political nature (Salt Lake Tribune 1996).
The proclamation signed by Clinton made it clear that grazing would continue at the
same level, that opportunities to hunt and camp would be unchanged. He also established the
BLM as the managing agency - which would make it the first National Monument under BLM
management, rather than under National Park Service management. BLM management
traditionally affords a more multiple-use philosophy, managing areas for mining and grazing
rather than solely resource protection and recreation management. Managing a monument for
specific scientific values would be a new task for local managers.
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Environmentalists have long seen the area as one of the last truly remote places in the
United States. The writings of Everett Ruess embody the physical and philosophical wildness
associated with the Grand Staircase-Escalante region. Ruess wrote impassioned letters about the
natural beauty of the canyon lands and Colorado Plateau region, in particular the Escalante area.
In 1934, he disappeared after packing into the Grand Staircase area from the town of Escalante,
immortalizing the words he wrote about the solitude and wildness of the area (Escalante area
history 2000, online).
There is a splendid freedom in solitude, and after all, it is for solitude that I go to the
mountains and deserts, not for companionship. In solitude I can bare my soul to the
mountains unabashed. I can work or think, act or recline at my whim, and nothing stands
between me and the Wild.
Inspired by his writing, and by the scenic, historic, and ecological value of the area,
environmental organizations such as the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA) were key
in implementing the Monument designation.

Thesis Organization

This thesis reports the results of a project which identified differences in characteristics
of Monument user groups as they related to perceptions of how the Monument is managed and
how they experience the Monument as recreationists. This project also explored opinions of two
groups. First, we looked at recreationists by type of activity in which they participated - hikers
and hunters. In the second group, we compared perceptions between visitors who have been
coming to the area before designation as a national Monument occurred and those who began
visiting the Monument after designation (pre- and post designation users). This project compared
perceptions of these two groups toward attribution of perceived resource damage, feelings of
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crowding, acceptability of management action, and importance of identified Monument values to
their visit. In addition, we looked at characteristics of the users to determine if differences in
demographic characteristics accounted for perception toward the resources. Finally, we looked
separately at how these groups perceived grazing livestock and multiple uses on the Monument.
The following is in multiple-paper format. Chapter 2 examines differences between hunters and
hikers, chapter 3 of pre-designation and post-designation users, and chapter 4 looks at all four
groups and how they perceived grazing impacts.
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CHAPTER 2
RECREATIONISTS' RELATIONSmp WITH A NEWLY DESIGNATED
NATIONAL MONUMENT: A COMPARISON OF HUNTERS

A..Nl)

HIKERS

Abstract Hunters and hikers were surveyed in Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument
(GSENM) during the summer of 1999. Previous research does not make clear whether
consumptive users and nonconsumptive users differ consistently in their perceptions of natural
resources and management of natural areas. Past studies conflict in their conclusions about how
consumptive users view the natural world. For this study, perceptions were compared for hunters
(consumptive users) and hikers (nonconsumptive users) on the Monument. Differences between
hunters and hikers were hypothesized to occur in identification and importance placed on natural
resource values, attitudes toward management action, attitudes toward acceptability of fees, and
demographics. It was also hypothesized that there would be a significant difference in
perceptions of crowding. Independent variables hypothesized as differing between hunters and
hikers were tested using data from the survey. Results show that hunters and hikers differed in
most responses, including the importance that they placed on natural resource values, the
acceptability of management action, the acceptability of fees, and demographics.

Introduction
This project looks at two types of recreationists - hikers and hunters - and how they
interact with the Monument's resources and perceive the Monument's values and existing
management. Different types of recreationists interact differently with natural resources specifically, hunters have sometimes been thought to differ from other types of recreation users
in how they perceive the environment, in their attitudes, and in their management preferences
(Dunlap and Heffernan 1975; Jackson 1986; Heberlein 1987; Crispell 1994; Tarrant and Green
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1999) although previous research has not been clear on how or why these types of users differ
from one another.
For this study, perceptions were compared for hunters (consumptive users) and hikers
(nonconsumptive users) on the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument (GSENM).
Surveys were analyzed from 163 hunters from the Paunsaugunt unit who hunted within the
Monument boundaries and compared these responses with responses from the Monument
backcountry user survey (n=550) to determine some of the differences between these two groups.
Hunters and hikers were both surveyed during the summer of 1999.
The Monument was established to preserve "outstanding" geologic, paleontologic,
archaeological, historic, and ecological resources (Clinton 1996). This project examined whether
reported contact with resources is a factor in approval or disapproval for management of those
resources. It also examined responses of hunters and hikers to determine if characteristics within
groups can be predictors of how recreationists perceive protected Monument values. This project
also explored how recreationists see fees and at what price they deem appropriate for general use
and backcountry use at the Monument.
Differences between hunters and hikers were hypothesized to occur in identification and
importance placed on natural resource values, attitudes toward management action, attitudes
toward acceptability offees, and demographics. It was also hypothesized that there would be a
significant difference in perceptions of crowding. Independent variables hypothesized as
differing between hunters and hikers were tested using data from the survey. Results show that
hunters and hikers differed in most responses, including the importance which they placed on
natural resource values, the acceptability of management action, the acceptability of fees, and
demographics.
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Literature Review
Consumptive and Noncollsumptive Recreation
Hunters are known as "consumptive" recreationists - recreation which involves taking
something from the environment and which reflects a "utilitarian" orientation toward the natural
world (Dunlap and Heffernan 1975; Jones and Dunlap 1992). Contrast this with the
"appreciative" recreationist, whose activities are described as "attempts to enjoy the natural
environment without altering it, and are compatible with a 'non-utilitarian' orientation."
(Heberlein 1987 p. 6). This delineation between consumptive and nonconsurnptive use is
descriptive, but somewhat misleading for several reasons. For instance, hunters who come home
empty-handed are still considered consumptive recreationists even though they "consumed" the
equivalent of a backpacker or camper. The term also comprises a very broad category of
recreationist. "Consumptive user" encompasses such diverse activities as fishing and berrypicking as well as hunting. activities that have little in common except the extraction of natural
matter from an area.
But consumptive users are thought to differ from other recreationists in more than the
fact that they may harvest natural resources - consumptive users differ from other recreationists
in a philosophical context as welL Hunters tend to have different attitudes toward the
environment than do nonhunters - but these attitudes are not constant among all types of
consumptive use. Jackson (1986) evaluated how attitudes toward the environment influenced
recreation behavior. He found that participants in "appreciative" activities (hiking and crosscountry skiing) were more pro-environmental than consumptive recreationists, but added in a
later evaluation that hunters' attitudes towards preservation of resources were not significantly
different from other nonconsumptive users (Jackson 1987). Heberlein (1987) considered
branding all hunters with a "utilitarian" philosophy label too simplistic. He wrote that some
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hunters hold utilitarian attitudes toward animals, with their primary concern in the practical and
material value, while others are more concerned with dominion and control over animals.
Hunting has both consumptive and nonconsumptive aspects of recreation. Hunters
concerned with the nonharvest aspects of the hunting experience seem to be a significant
constituency. Hunters in the United States are primarily sport hunters, hunting for diversion as a
form of outdoor recreation rather than for subsistence. 'While eating the catch may be an
important part of the hunting ritual, it does not seem to be the main justification for the sport in
the U.S. - the majority of hunters come home from the field empty-handed (Heberlein 1992).
According to the Fish and Wildlife Service, half of anglers and 57% of hunters also participated
in birdwatching and other "non-harvesting" activities in 1991 (Crispell 1994). In addition,
hunters in a New York survey consistently held nongame values of wildlife in higher regard than
traditional hunting values (Decker 1990).
The goal of a hunting trip rests largely on capturing, killing and consuming something
(Vaske et al. 1982). In contrast, the goals of non consumptive activities are often more diffuse,
more general and less central to the definition of the activity. Backcountry hiking, for example,
implies more than walking in a backcountry area. Experiencing scenery, wildlife, spending time
with friends and family are all part of a backcountry hiking experience. Non-consumptive
recreationists, therefore, have more control over their ability to achieve the goals of an
experience. Although hunters who come home empty-handed may not consider their experience
a complete failure, it may be easier for a hiker to report satisfaction than it would be for a hunter
who had experienced the same thing (Vaske et al. 1982).
Hunters choose their recreation for a variety of reasons. Getting outside and the social
aspects of the activity seem to be important. Few people hunt alone. One study found that threefourths of hunters prefer hunting with friends in an area where there was only 10% chance of a
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kill to hunting alone in an area with 50% chance for a kill (Kennedy 1974).

Hunter Demographics
Hunters are an important constituency among American recreationists. About 18.6
million Americans over 15 years old hunted in 1994-95. But the popularity of hunting has
declined in recent decades, while the popularity of watching birds and wildlife has grown
(Cordell et al. 1997). The share of Americans aged 12 and older who hunt declined from 10% in
1955 to less than 8% in 1991, but the total number of American sportsmen more than doubled
between 1955 and 1991, while the U.S. population aged 12 and older increased more than 65%
(US Census 1991). Consumptive activities accounted for $41 billion of the $59 billion spent on
wildlife in 1991 (Crispell 1994). Ninety-two percent of American hunters are male (Crispell
1994) and tend to live in rural areas (Heberlein 1987). Men are more than five times as likely to
hunt as are women (17 vs. 3%). Hunters fall about middle on the socioeconomic scale. People
with household incomes less than $15,000 per year are considerably less likely to hunt than are
people with higher incomes. For people with incomes above $15,000, effects of income on the
probability of hunting are small (Cordell et al. 1997).
Until a person reaches age 60, the probability that he or she will hunt declines only
slightly with age. Hunting is most popular among Caucasians and least popular among AfricanAmericans. Caucasians are three times more likely to hunt than African-Americans and two
times more likely to hunt than other minorities. People who have completed college are
somewhat less likely to hunt than are people with lower education levels. No other effects of
education on hunting participation are apparent. Participation rises rapidly as number of cars in
the household increases (Cordell et al. 1997).
People raised in nonhunting families tend not to hunt (Heberlein 1987). Although big
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game hunting is most popular in the Rocky Mountains, people in that region spend only about 10
days a year hunting compared to approximately 15 days a year in the rest of the country (Cordell
et al. 1997). Regional differences in the number of days spent hunting are similar to data on
camping.

Consumptive and Nonconsumptive Recreationists'
Views ofthe Environment
There is conflicting literature on whether consumptive and nonconsumptive
recreationists differ consistently in their perceptions of the natural environment. Positive
relationships between environmental attitudes and participation in appreciative recreation have
been reported (Dunlap and Heffernan 1975; Van Liere and Noe 1981; Jackson 1986). But other
studies showing no significant association also exist (Geisler, Martinson, and Wilkening 1975;
Jacobson and Marynowski 1997; Tarrant and Green 1999). Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) found a
strong association between "appreciative" activities and environmental concern and a weak
association between "consumptive" activities and environmental concern. Geisler, Martinson,
and Wilkening (1975) reported in a similar study that age, education, and place of residence
accounted for the variation in environmental concern, with no significant remaining effect
accounted for by any type of recreation.
Recreation users had more positive opinions toward issues with which they had direct
experience, and less positive opinions for issues which they (recreationists) saw as scientifically
unproved or political, which they perceived as a threat to their continued recreation use
(Jacobson and Marynowski 1997). Tarrant and Green (1999) studied the assumption that
participation in outdoor recreation promotes environmental awareness by exposing people to
environmental issues and concerns. They found that among appreciative users, participation
accounted for the relationship between environmental attitudes and behavior. But they found no
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such explanation for consumptive use and concluded that consumptive activities were unrelated
to environmental attitudes.

Consumptive and Nonconsumptive Views
ofManagement Action
Previous research in this topic, too, does not indicate patterns of difference or similarity
between hunters and nonhunters. Jackson (1987) found an association between views on
preservation of resources versus development and the type of recreation in which the respondent
participated.
The author found a stronger preservationist orientation among hunters and participants
in appreciative activities, and participants in consumptive activities besides hunting and

mechanized activities held stronger pro-development views. Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs
(1986) found that hunters were most likely to care about the management practices that directly
influenced their hunting experience. They found that the more diverse types of activity in which
the recreationist was involved, the less likely the recreationist would respond negatively to
management activity. For instance, a recreationist that hunts, hikes, and swims is less likely to be
disturbed by a change in management action - such as a new fence - than a recreationist whose
entire experience was dependent on the hunting experience.
Hunters were generally less aware of management activity for range improvement than
other recreation users (anglers and campers), and comments from hunters commonly indicated
that they did not care what the Forest Service did, as long as it did not interfere with their
recreation experience (Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs 1986).
Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs (1986) also found that the management activity which
hunters were most likely to oppose was construction of fences, or other limitations that restricted
human use. Opposition was most prominent in this study when the recreationists saw the change

16
over time. In fact, when hunters saw changes in management, they were more likely to oppose
them even if the changes improved habitat for game animals. Citing other research, the authors
said it was not clear in their study or in others if the number of visits related to seeing
management change over time was acting independently or in concert with another opinionforming factor (Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs 1986).
Jacobson and Marynowski (1997) showed that hunters held less positive views toward
endangered species and ecosystem management than did other recreation user groups. In general.
they found that nonconsumptive recreationists and anglers at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida,
showed higher levels of support for a broad method of ecosystem management than did hunters,
but hunters expressed a more positive view of fire in natural areas than did other user groups.

Acceptability of Fees
The acceptability of fees for access to federally protected areas, and fees for access to
backcountry recreation is of interest to managers and to the public. Anticipating public response
to fees is important to allow managers to be better positioned to develop programs with a greater
likelihood of acceptance and compliance, as well as to appropriately frame their communications
regarding fee programs (Winter, Palucki, and Burkhardt 1999). Levying fees for the use of
public lands has been one of the most controversial topics in outdoor recreation over the last
decade, especially with regard to the fee demonstration program legislated by Congress to test
the effectiveness of recreation fees in 1996. Fees may change both the number of visitors and the
type of visitors that come to an area (Richer and Christensen 1999). But fees today are more
accepted than they ever have been (Bates 1999).
Recreation fees are monetary payments given in tum for admittance or use of a
recreational area or service. These fees often are charged so that a service or site may be
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maintained to the public's expectations (Bates 1999). Some deterrents to public acceptance of
fees include detraction from the recreation experience, discrimination between high- and lowincome users, issues of public trust, the appropriateness of government subsidies for public
goods, and determining fair prices that extend beyond traditional economic models (Watson and
Herath 1999).
Hunters are often reluctant to pay private landowners for the food that game animals eat
because wildlife is still viewed as a free gift of nature (Heberlein 1987). In addition, hunters,
unlike most nonmotorized, nonconsumptive recreationists, already pay a fee (for licenses) before
they ever reach the recreation site.
In general, people are more accepting of fees when they have paid fees for recreational
opportunities in the past (Kerr and Manfredo 1991). Other factors that influence how an
individual responds to fees for recreation include personality, income, frequency of use, past use,
trust in an agency or organization, and attitude (Kerr and Manfredo 1991; Winter, Palucki, and
Burkhardt 1999). Several authors pointed out that implementing new fees and increasing the
level of existing fees are not the same action, and may evoke very different responses from users
(Reiling, Criner, and Oltmanns 1988; Winter, Palucki, and Burkhardt 1999).
No studies specifically covering the difference between consumptive and
nonconsumptive perspectives of fees were found, except for a brief mention that hunters may be
less willing to pay fees because they still see game as a free gift of nature (Heberlein 1987).

Crowding
Crowding is one of the most frequently studied topics in recreation research. Crowding
(as opposed to density) is defined as a negative evaluation of a density or a number of encounters
(Shelby, Vaske, and Heberlein 1989). Density, on the other hand, is the number of recreationists
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in a given area. Negative feelings about crowding have been found to depend on use levels,
reported contacts between visitors, expectations for density, preferences, prior experiences, and
commitment to the recreation activity with which the respondent is involved (Shelby, Vaske, and
Heberlein 1989). Heberlein and Vaske (1977) developed a nine-point crowding scale for surveys,
based on studies in numerous settings, standardized for more accurate comparison between
surveys.
Consumptive and nonconsumptive users differ in terms of the specificity of their
recreation goals and their control in achieving those goals. From this, some researchers have
predicted that consumptive users would be more sensitive to crowding than nonconsumptive
users. Shelby, Vaske, and Heberlein (1989) reported on several studies which showed that
anglers are less tolerant of contacts than individuals engaged in other water-related sports
(canoeing, tubing). But in a comparative meta-analysis, Shelby, Vaske, and Heberlein (1989)
found no significant difference between consumptive and nonconsumptive users' feelings of
crowding.

Hypotheses
Differences between hunters and hikers are hypothesized to occur in identification and
importance placed on natural resource values. It is not clear from previous research how
consumptive and nonconsumptive users differ in their perceptions of the natural environment.
But since hunters tended to be more goal-oriented recreationists, it is hypothesized that hunters
will be less likely to find geologic, paleontologic, archeological, historic, and biologic values as
important to their visit as hikers. It is hypothesized that one value will be more important to
hunters than to hikers - wildlife (especially big game), since it is central to the hunting
experience.
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Hunters are disturbed by management actions that interfere directly with their recreation
activity (Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs 1986), and therefore are more negative toward them.
Since hunters tend to disfavor management action that would limit their recreation activity (or
actions which they perceive would create limits) (Jacobson and Marynowski 1997), hunters may
feel a more negative attitude toward management action if they perceive it as limiting their
experience. It is hypothesized, therefore, that hunters will rate management action as a less
acceptable when it creates limits than will hikers, who may see that type of management action
as protection of the area.
Since little previous research on consumptive/nonconsumptive acceptability of fees was
found, it is difficult to hypothesize specifically about that topic beyond that differences between
hunter and hiker preferences for fees will occur. In addition, hunters had to buy pennits from the
State of Utah for hunting on the unit, which may have influenced their perception of fees
differently than hikers. It is hypothesized that, overall, hunters will be less likely to be willing to
pay fees than hikers.
It seems clear that demographic differences between consumptive and nonconsumptive
users occur consistently and significantly. It is hypothesized that those differences will occur in
this study as well- specifically, that hikers' median level of education will be higher than
hunters' median level of education, that hunters will be mostly male, and that hunters will come
from mostly rural areas. These differences would be similar to the differences found between
hunters and nonhunters in national data (Cordell et al. 1997)
Finally, since hunters and hikers find different goals and features of a recreation trip as
important to their visit, it is hypothesized that there will be a significant difference between
hunters' and hikers' reported perception of crowding based on the standardized nine-point scale.
Based on the literature, five general hypotheses are:
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HI: Hunters and hikers will differ significantly in their identification and importance
placed on natural resource values.
H0: There will be no significant difference in hunter and hiker identification and
importance placed on natural resource values.

H2: Hunters will rate management action as a less acceptable (especially when it creates
limits) than will hikers.
H0: There will be no significant difference in the way hunters and hikers find
management action as acceptable or not acceptable.
H3: Hunters will be less likely to be willing to pay fees than hikers.
H0: There will be no significant difference in the way hunters and hikers view fees.
H4: There will be significant differences in hunter and hiker demographic characteristics.
H0: Tnere will be no significant differences in hunter and hiker demographic
characteristics.

Hs: There will be significant differences in the way hunters and hikers report feelings of
crowding in the Monument.
H0: There will be no significant differences in the way hunters and hikers report feelings
of crowding in the Monument.

Methods

Sampling
Data were gathered for hikers and hunters during summer 1999. Hikers were contacted
in three ways: direct contact by a researcher in the Monument, windshield postcards, and
mailings to addresses obtained through the voluntary permit system at trailheads within the
Monument. Because of the difficulty offmding a large sample of hikers in a remote area, contact
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points varied, and weekends, holidays, and popular trails were oversampled. Contact locations
included the Paria Town Site, Dry Fork (Hole-in-Rock Road), Calf Creek Campground,
Escalante River Trailhead, Harris Wash (Hole-in-Rock Road), Upper CaIfCreek Falls, Coyote
Gulch (Hole-in-Rock Road), The Gulch (Burr Trail Road), Deer Creek Campground and
trailheads, Grosvenor Arch, Cottonwood Road, Bull Va11ey Gorge (Skutumpah Road),
Wolverine (Burr Trail Road), Little Death Hollow (Burr Trail Road), and Devil's Garden (Holein-Rock Road). A complete list oflocation points and dates is included in Appendix B. All
recreationists were approached by the researcher in these locations during contact periods. If the
recreationist was involved in backcountry recreation, he or she was asked to participate in the
survey.
Postcard respondents were somewhat self-selecting. Postcards were placed on the
windshield of parked vehicles at trailheads. These postcards briefly described the survey to
determine if they fit the criteria for backcountry use (nonmotorized travel at least one mile from
their vehicle) alld asked respondents to complete their name and address and drop the card in a
mailbox. Respondents had the choice to ignore the postcard or to send it in. For these reasons the
backcountry visitors are not a truly random sample. Therefore, caution must be used when
applying these results to the entire backcountry visitor population, but they \viIl stilI provide
useful information for research and planning for future management.
Hikers were contacted in the Monument between May and August 1999. \\Then
contacted by the researcher, recreationists were first asked if their visit involved nonrnotorized
travel at least one mile from where they left their vehicle in order to determine if they had been
in the "backcountry" (at least one mile from their vehicles for the purpose of recreation). If they
did, a mailing address was requested (or recorded, from the postcard) and a survey was sent to
that address. Addresses from voluntary permits for the spring and summer of 1999 were obtained
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from the BLM. These permits are located at the trail heads of many of the backcountry trails and
at the visitor center in Escalante. These addresses were sorted through to delete duplicate
mailings to recreationists who had already been contacted in person. The mailings for all
voluntary permit addresses were completed for hikers during summer and fall 1999.
Hunters were contacted through a hunter registration list for the Paunsaugunt unit
obtained from the Division of Wildlife Resources during fall 1999. Because only part of that
hunting unit falls within the Monument, hunters were asked on the survey to return a completed
survey only if they had hunted or scouted in the Monument, and a map was provided to help
them determine whether they had. Those who had hunted or scouted within the Monument were
asked to complete and return the survey. Those who did not hunt or scout on the Monument were
asked to check a box on the cover and return the survey uncompleted. The hunter survey was
analyzed separately from the backcountry user survey as the surveys were not absolutely
identical, but the majority of questions, which were the same, were directly compared between
the two surveys. Hunters were asked to complete the survey based on hunting and scouting
experiences in the Monument. Since this area is a limited-entry trophy hunt, many of the
recreationists begin scouting the area long before the actual hunt. Their perceptions, therefore,
are based on several visits to the Monument over more than one season.

Self-Selection Bias
No official records were kept for how many mail-in postcards were left on windshields,
but from an estimate made by comparing information from the contacting researcher and the
number of postcards received, roughly 10-20% of the postcards that were left on cars in the
Monument were returned to be added to the mailing list. One reason for postcards not being
returned may have been that the owner of the vehicles did not visit the backcountry during the
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visit, which would be an appropriate exclusion for this survey. Other vehicle owners may not
have returned the postcard due to lack of interest or reluctance to send away personal
information without direct contact from the researcher. Some of the postcards may have been
lost or destroyed by wind or weather before the owner returned to the vehicle.
To assess the extent of self-selection bias, results from the postcard respondents were
compared with other backcountry visitor survey results. It was found that postcard respondents
differed significantly wit.~ other hiker respondents (contacted in person or by permit) in a
handful of ways. Postcard respondents were less likely to camp in the backcountry, and more
likely to camp in a developed campground. or stay at a motellbed and breakfast. (Related to this,
they were less likely to camp near other recreationists, probably because they were less likely to
be camping at all.) Postcard respondents tended to be a bit older than other hiker respondents.
They were more likely to be traveling as a couple, less likely to cook on a camping stove, more
likely to rate the condition of pioneer sites as good, less likely to rate testing skills as important
to their experience, and less negative about guided trips in the Monument. It will be important to
keep these significant differences in mind when interpreting the results of the survey to larger
populations.
Another chance for self-selection bias occurred in the way backcountry recreationists
were approached by the researcher. Only one survey per household was requested, so one person
was asked for his or her name from a group of several people from one household. This
introduced the possibility that households traveling together would likely be represented by a
male recreationist as the spokesperson. Therefore, it is possible that male recreationists were
over-represented in the survey results. Finally, since part of the sample was from the voluntary
permit system in the Monument, it is possible that another type of bias may have been
introduced. Unmanned trail registers commonly provide only names of party leaders, and many
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groups do not register at all (Lucas and Oltman 1971). Certain types of visitors are less likely to
register than others - a study in Oregon showed that hikers were twice as likely to register as
horse travelers, and lone individuals were less likely to register than were groups, as were people
making short visits compared to those mak.ing longer visits (Lucas and Oltman 1971). These
potentials for bias should be kept in mind when interpreting the results of the data.

Nonrespondents
Because of the relatively high response rates of backcountry surveys (76-86% of all
maiiing were returned, Table 1), no attempt was made to determine specific reasons why
respondents did not complete a survey. Hunter response rates were lower (67%), but not
unacceptable.
Hunters were asked to check a box on the cover of the survey and return it if they did not
hunt on the Monument portion of the Paunsaugunt hunting unit. It is assumed that hunters who
did not hunt on the Monument may have lost interest in returning the survey, so a
disproportionate amount of the unreturned hunter surveys may be those who did not hunt on the
Monument. This will in no way skew the results, since only those hunters who had hunted or
scouted on the Monument were considered in this analysis.

Table 1
HikerlHunter Survey Response Rates
Respondents

Surveys sent

Undeliverable

Response rate
(excluding undeliverable)

Hikers, postcard contact

136

4

277 (86%)

Hikers, direct contact

191

Hikers, pennit contact

396

32

275 (76%)

Hunters

327

5

216 (67%)
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Results

General Profile ofRecreationists and Hunters
The majority of both hunters and hikers who responded to the survey were male (Table
2), although hunters had a higher percentage of respondents who were male (91%) than did
hikers (72%). Almost two-thirds of hikers reported having no children at home, while only 40%
on the hunters reported having no children at home. The average age of both groups was 37
years. Hikers tended to be from urban areas, while hunters were not - two-thirds of the
backcountry respondents had grown up in a city or a suburb, while less than one-third of the
hunters had. Hunters tended to have grown up in medium-sized and small towns (56%). Hikers
were very educated. Forty-three percent had a graduate or professional degree, and 40% had a
bachelor's degree. Hunters were less educated. Fifty-nine percent of hunters had a high school
diploma as their terminal degree, and almost one-quarter (24%) had a bachelor's degree.
Slightly less than half of all hikers had been coming to the Monument before designation
as a National Monument occurred and slightly more than half of all hikers began coming to the
area after it was designated (Table 2). The percentage of hunters coming to the area before it was

Table 2
Hunter and Hiker Demographics
Hunters

Hikers

p*

Percent male

91%

72%

.000

Percent with no children at home

40%

73%

.000

37

37

NS

30%

68%

.000

High school

bachelor's

.000

Pre-designation visitors

57%

48%

.043

Percent from Utah

87%

33%

.000

Demographic Characteristics

Average age in years
Percent who grew up in a city or suburb
Median education

NS

= Not Significant

·Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of significance
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designated as a Monument is more than half (57%), and the percentage of hunters who began
coming after designation is 43%. Backcountry hikers before and after designation are fairly
evenly divided - 48% had been visiting the Monument before designation and 52% had started
coming after designation occurred. One-third of all hikers were from Utah, while 87% of all
hunters came from Utah.

Overall Differences in Perceptions

Responses to Monument Values
Hunters reported fewer encounters with resources than hikers (Table 3). Whether this is
because hunters are more likely to visit areas of the Monument that do not contain these
resources (not likely, since cryptobiotic soils are found virtually everywhere on the Monument,
especially off-trail where hunters tend to be), whether hunters can't identify these resources. or
whether they simply do not see them because they are not important to their recreation
experience, is unclear. Hunters reported encountering backcountry roads and roadside campsites

Table 3
Visitors Who Encountered Monument Resources
Percent of respondents that encountered...

Hunters

Hikers

p*

Cryptobiotic soils

33%

80%

.000

Rock art

25%

63%

.000

Indian sites

29%

51%

.000

Pioneer sites

37%

46%

.011

Interpretive displays

13%

49%

.000

Backcountry roads

99%

89%

.000

Roadside campsites

66%

50%

.000

43%
53%
.000
Backcountry campsites
·Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of significance. The statistics were run on the whole table
(see Appendix A), but only part of the table is shown here.
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significantly more than the other recreation group, and it may be that they identified these
resource so readily because these resources were important to the success of the hunters'
recreation experience.
The importance of natural features to the recreationist's experience was explored in a
separate question. Natural resources for this survey included natural characteristics such as
geologic features (arches, slickrock, plateaus), paleontologic features (fossilized plants, scat, or
tracks), rock art, Native American sites (food storage boxes, artifacts), pioneer sites (cabin ruins,
historic sites, artifacts), Utah scenery, plants and flowers, birds and mammals, reptiles and small
animals (lizards, mice), and rivers and streams (Table 4). Hunters were also asked about the

Table 4
Reported Importance of Monument Natural Resource Values
Percent who found features AT
LEAST slightly important

Hunters

Hikers

p*

Geologic features

61%

99%

.000

Paleontologic features

56%

82%

.000

Rock art

53%

92%

.000

Indian sites

64%

91%

.000

Pioneer sites

67%

74%

NS

Utah scenery

92%

100%

.000

Plants and flowers

73%

99%

.000

Birds and mammals

92%

97%

.015

Reptiles and small animals

72%

95%

.000

Rivers and streams

89%

99%

.000

NA
NA
Game animals
99%
NS = results not significant
NA = data not available
X2 (p < .05) *Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of significance. The
statistics were run on the whole table (see Appendix A), but only part of the
table is shown here.

28

importance of game animals to their recreation experience, a question excluded from the
backcountry recreation survey. Recreationists were asked whether natural features were not
important, slightly important, important, or most important to their visit. Responses for hunters
and hikers differed significantly for most natural features.
Except for game animals, more hikers rated natural features as important to their visit
than did hunters. In some cases, such as Utah scenery, the difference is not large, but in most
cases, the difference is significant. This may be related to the tendency for hunters to not report
having encountered these features - if they had encountered them, hunters may have found them
to have influenced their experience, or it may reflect the fact that hunting requires paying
attention to habitat-related features such that other features are not considered relevant to the
experience.
In any case, hunters almost unanimously agree that game animals are important to their

visit, indicating that although other natural features add to the experience, for most of them their
main focus is the hunt.

Attitudes Toward Fees and Other
Management Action
Hunters were less likely to support fees for entrance or backcountry use of the National
Monument than were hikers (X 2 ,P < .001). More than 80% of hikers supported either a fee for
backcountry recreation use, a general entrance fee, or both. Fewer than 30% of the hunters
supported one or both of those types of fees. Hikers were more likely to support an entrance fee
(70%) than they were to support a backcountry fee (54%), but general support for both fees was
higher among hikers than among hunters. Only 24% of hunters said they would support an
entrance fee, and only 14% said that they would support a backcountry fee.
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Table 5
Reported Support of Fees
Would support. ..

Hunter

Hiker

Only a backcountry fee

5%

12%

Only an entrance fee

15%

27%

Both types offees

9%

43%

Neither type of fee

71%

19%

X2(P <.001)

·Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of significance.

The dichotomy in group support for fees is large and significant. The majority of hunters
indicated they would not support either type of fee, and the majority of hikers said that they
would support at least one type of fee. The mean entrance fee which recreationists would support
was $8.65 (median fee $10) and the mean backcountry fee was $8.28 (median fee $5). The
hunter and hiker responses did not differ significantly.
Hunters' tendency to oppose fees maybe because they are asked to pay a hunting fee to
the state before they ever reach the Monument. The Paunsaugunt is a limited entry trophy unit
that has a competitive lottery draw (2067 residents applied for 59 resident rifle permits in 2000)
associated with the three types of hunts (rifle, archery, and muzzle-loader). Utah residents pay
$133 plus a $5 handling fee for a permit, and nonresidents pay $508 plus the handling fee.
Hunter reluctance to pay fees could also be associated with a general preference for lower levels
of management involvement in their recreation experience. This preference was echoed in other
survey questions designed to uncover user opinions about management actions. Common
throughout almost all results, hunters tended to support low levels of management involvement
in natural resource protection and recreation management, and hikers tended to support higher
levels of management involvement in those same areas. For instance (Table 6), almost 70% of
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Table 6
Responses to Possible Management Action*
Percent who said it added to their experience ...

Hunters

Hikers

Few restrictions on camping

70%

52%

Ability to build a campfIre where they chose

75%

40%

Knowing the area is open to variety of uses
80%
39%
x.2,p < .05
·Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of signifIcance. The statistics were run on
the whole table (see Appendix A), but only part of the table is shown here.

hunters said that their visit had been enhanced by the fact that the Monument has few restrictions
on camping, compared to 52% of hikers. Almost 75% of hunters said that being able to build a
campfire (wherever they chose) added to their visit, while just below 40% of hikers said it added.
Slightly over 80% of hunters thought that knowing the area is open to a variety of uses added to
their visit, while 39% of hikers said it added.
Since hunters disfavor management involvement in their recreation visit, then the
designation of the Monument- which changed the nature of management of the land - might
have been a significant concern to hunters. When asked if they would favor the idea oflimiting
the number of visitors in the Monument, 74% of hunters opposed it, compared to 30% of hikers
(Table 7). When asked if some areas of the Monument should be closed to all human use, 91 % of
hunters opposed it, compared to 52% of hikers. Hunters were sensitive to restrictions on horses
too. Approximately 70% of hunters opposed the ideas of closing some areas to all horse use,
while only 9% of hikers opposed that idea.
But hunters reported that their visit to the Monument had not been influenced by
designation. When asked if their decision to visit was influenced by the fact that the area had
become a National Monument, an overwhelming majority, 98% of hunters, said the designation

had no effect, that they were planning on visiting the area anyway - 62% of hikers responded the

31

Table 7
Responses to Possible Limitations and Closures*
Percent of respondents OPPOSED TO ...

Hunters

Hikers

Limiting the number of visitors

74%

30%

Closing some areas to all human use

91%

52%

Closing some areas to horse use
71 %
9%
X2 (p < .05) ·Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of significance. The statistics were run on
the whole table (see Appendix A), but only part of the table is shown here.

same way. The remaining 38% of hikers either replied that designation had a small to moderate
effect on their decision, or that it was the main reason they decided to come visit the Monument
area.

Crowding
Hunters did not seem to have the same antagonism toward seeing other recreationists as
they did toward management and restrictions. There was no significant difference in the feelings
of crowding between hikers and hunters. On a scale from one (not at all crowded) to nine
(extremely crowded), 87% of hunters, and 84% of hikers chose a three or less, indicating that
rarely if ever did they feel crowded during their recreation experience.
The low levels of reported feelings of crowding may indicate that use levels (as
compared to expectations or to past experience) are still very low in the Monument. This
compares with other sites where less than 35% of the visitors feel crowded. Many of these sites
are managed for low density or are relatively remote and inaccessible (Shelby, Vaske, and
Heberlein 1989). Since both hunter and hiker perceived crowding levels as similar, this supports
the hypothesis that hunter and hiker crowding levels would not differ significantly from each
other.
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Discussion
Demographic data from the Monument survey was similar to national demographic data
on hunters (Cordell et al. 1997). Monument hunters were mostly male, and mostly local (instate). As with national data, hunters had a lower level of education than hikers, and most grew
up outside of cities. Hikers were also mostly male (72%). It is unclear whether this occurred
because the male was chosen as the spokesperson of the group when they were contacted to
complete the survey, or because there were actually that many more men than women hiking the
Monument. Hikers were mostly from cities or suburbs outside of Utah. Considering these results,
the hypothesis that hunter and hiker demographics would differ significantly following trends in
national data was supported. Since this evaluation is based on a convenience sample of
backcountry recreationists, and evaluated using inferential statistics, caution must be used when
making generalizations about the entire population of backcountry recreationists at the
Monument.
The way that hunters and hikers value natural resources differs. Hikers rated many of the
resources protected under federal declaration (geologic, paleontologic. archeologic, historic, and
biologic values) as more important to their experience than did hunters. Game animals were very
important to hunters, indicating that at least seeing game animals was an important part of their
recreation experience. Even though previous research shows that nongame aspects of hunting are
increasingly important to consumptive users, game animals, at least in Utah. are still at the top of
hunters' list. Even then, game animals are not the only thing hunters noticed. Southern Utah
scenery was also very important to hunters - 92% said that Southern Utah scenery was at least
slightly important to their visit. Hikers found Utah scenery, geologic features, plants, animals,
and rivers as very important to their visit. The features rated as least important, pioneer sites and
paleontologic features, were features that were harder to access, and harder to identify without
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interpretation. Recreationists reported that resources which they had access to and were able to
identify were more valuable to their experience, echoing Jacobson and Marynowski (1997) that
recreation users hold more supportive attitudes toward issues with which they had direct
experience. Differences between hunters and hikers were hypothesized to occur in importance
placed on natural resource values. It was hypothesized that hunters would be less likely to find
geologic, paleontologic, archeological, historic, and biologic values as important to their visit
than hikers, and that was supported.
It was hypothesized that hunters would be less likely to be willing to pay fees than
hikers. This was supported. But since hunters are already required to pay a fee for hunting on the
Monument (to the state), it is not clear if their reluctance to pay comes from an opposition to
fees, or an opposition to an increase in the overall amount they are required to pay every year.
Perhaps a fee in addition to other fees that hunters already pay to the state would be less
acceptable than quoting a general "willingness to pay" fee for a survey without reference to other
fees. Further research should focus on determining why hunters are more likely to oppose fees.
It was hypothesized that hunters would rate a management action as less acceptable
when it created limits than would hikers, who may see management action as protection of the
area. The majority of hunters said that having few restrictions on camping, the ability to build
campfires wherever they chose, and knowing the area is open to a variety of uses added to their
experience. Only slightly more than half of hikers said that having few restrictions on camping
added to their experience, and a minority said that having the option to build a campfire, or
knowing that the area is open to a variety of uses added to their experience. This difference was
statistically significant; therefore, the hypothesis is supported.
Based on Heberlein and Vaske's (1977) nine-point crowding scale, no significant
difference was found between hunter and hiker perceptions of crowding. Both hunters and hikers
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rated their feelings of crowding very low. As the Monument is not a high-density recreation area.
it may be difficult to distinguish differences in sensitivity to crowding since hardly anyone felt
crowded in the first place. But based only on survey responses, the hypothesis that hunters' and
hikers' feelings of crowding would not significantly differ was supported.

Conclusions
These results indicate that there are significant differences between hunters and hikers in the way they encounter and value certain natural resource features. The difference between
consumptive and nonconsumptive users is more complicated than whether or not the
recreationist physically alters the landscape. From this research, it seems apparent that
consumptive and nonconsumptive users have different recreation styles and different
philosophies about natural landscapes. It is important for managers to recognize and make
allowances for these differences in order to avoid conflict and to better understand the way these
groups use the Monument and appraise its values.
Managers at the Monument can also be aware that hunters and hikers seem to see
different resources during their recreation experience. Although hunters and hikers reported
differences in how they valued resources, they both valued them for the most part. This would
indicate that the resources for which the Monument was protected are important to many of the
Monument visitors, whether they see them, and recognize them for what they are, or not. It is
also important for managers to know that both hunters and hikers are experiencing very low
levels of crowding. The Monument seems to offer a unique low-density experience that is
meeting and exceeding many recreationists' expectations. Future management decisions about
use levels and visitor concentrations should certainly take this into consideration.
Future research on consumptive and nonconsumptive recreation could extend further
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into the philosophical differences between the recreation styles. It seems apparent that hunters
and hikers use and view natural resources differently, but it is still unclear why this is so. Further
study could focus on hunter opposition to management action and fees. Why do consumptive
users tend to oppose both backcountry and general entrance fees? Do hunters dislike the idea of
agency management in general, or is their opposition more specific to certain types of
management action? Although it seems that consumptive and nonconsumptive recreationists use
areas differently, it is not yet clear why this occurs.
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CHAPTER 3
RECREATIONISTS' RELATIONSHIP WITH A NEWLY DESIGNATED
NATIONAL MONUMENT: A TEST FOR "DESIGNATION EFFECTS"

Abstract Despite widespread belief in a "designation effect," there has been little research
regarding that conferring national park, monument, or other protective status influences visitors'
expectations and perceptions of natural resources and management of natural areas. For this
study, hikers were surveyed in Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument during the
summer of 1999. Responses were compared for pre-designation hikers (those who had been
coming to the Monument before it was designated in 1996) and post-designation hikers (those
who began visiting the Monument after designation). We hypothesized that these two groups
would differ in how they obtained information about the Monument, their expectations for
resources, management preferences, perceptions of crowding and demographics. Results show
that pre- and post-designation users differed significantly in several, but not in all, expected
categories. Differences were found in visitor demographics, how visitors obtained and used
information about Monument resources, preferences for Monument management, and which
Monument features they valued.

Introduction
U.S. law provides for several categories of land protection intended to preserve
America's most beautiful, ecologically important, and historically significant areas. It has been
suggested that designation oflands into one of these categories can have unintended
consequences not related to the protection of the resource. Preservation of natural resources and
creation of opportunities to visit these places have sometimes been conflicting factors in federal
designation. Even during the first park designations it was hoped that federal status would lead to
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increased tourism, development oflodging inside the park, and better railroads access (Nash
1982). Recreationists are said to recognize designation as indicating some of the most interesting
and beautiful places to visit in the U.S. so that, like a rush on a gold strike, they flock to see and
be in these places. There are concerns that increased attention after designation can cause
consequences for the resource in terms of increased bio-physical impacts such as plant
trampling, soil compaction, and animal displacement or habituation (Hammitt and Cole 1998)
and for local communities through economic and social impacts (Williams and Sofranko 1979:
Long and DeArc 1980; Rudzitis 1984; Dawson, Blahna, and Keith 1993). Up to now, concerns
that designation could be an open door for increased impacts have been based largely on
anecdotal evidence (Stauffer 1999). Only limited research has been attempted to understand its
actual effects.
Public perception of a natural area is a combination of experience and expectation. As
Meinig (1976) wrote, any landscape is composed not only of what lies before our eyes but what
lies within our heads. Individual judgments of scenic quality can be influenced by how land has
been designated (Hodgson and Thayer 1979; Anderson 1981; Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs
1986). Even though the change in perception itself is likely a complicated combination of
psychological and sociological factors, the complexity of the process should not be a terminal
obstacle in trying to determine the result - how designation influences visitors to natural places.
The well-publicized designation of the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument (GSENM)
offered an excellent opportunity to observe some of the differences, especially as it influenced
perceptions of the Monument among visitors. This study is a unique effort to understand how (or
if) differences in visitor use and characteristics can be associated with designation.
At designation, a new constituency was created for the GSENM. The Monument
designation gained national attention and topped local headlines for weeks and even months
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(Israel sen 1997). A flurry of national magazine and television features about recreation
opportunities followed initial news coverage (e.g., Steere 1997; Doheny 1999). In addition to
providing additional protection for some resources, designation of the Monument drew public
attention to the area, its recreational opportunities, and designated purpose. This study looks at
how designation changed the type of visitor to the Monument, and how the new visitors differed
from the pre-designation visitors in what they valued and expected from their experience.

Literature Review

Socioeconomic Impacts ofDesignation
Designation brings about a complicated combination of political, social and managerial
changes. The resulting social reaction to those changes can have major repercussions for the
resource (power 1997) and the managers involved with protecting that resource. This study
focused on determining how designation influenced visitors' perceptions and expectations for
the Monument.
Up to now, research on designation (including wilderness designation) has focused
mainly on analyses of visitation levels, economic impacts (Rudzitis 1984; Rudzitis and Johansen
1989; Dawson. Blahna, and Keith 1993; Hagenstad 1999) or on long-term changes in community
attitudes and composition (Williams and Sofranko 1979; Long and DeArc 1980). Hagenstad
(1999) studied regions in six western states to determine if wilderness designation led to negative
economic impacts. The author found no evidence that wilderness designation on adjacent land
led to downturns in local economies. Designation can also lead to in-migration. Rudzitis (1984)
and Rudzitis and Johansen (1989) found that counties that contain or are adjacent to wilderness
areas were among the fastest-growing in the nation. Rudzitis and Johansen (1989) reported
results of a survey of residents in wilderness counties. They found that employment
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opportunities were important in people's choice oflocation for only 27% of the migrants, while
the environment or physical amenities were important to 42%. From another survey, they found
that the presence of wilderness in particular is an important reason why 53% of the people
moved to or live in the area and 81 % felt that wilderness areas are important to their counties
(Rudzitis and Johansen 1989). Around 65% were against mineral or energy development in
wilderness areas, but 43% wanted more access to wilderness.
Designation's effects on an area can be difficult to quantify in economic terms. Power
(1997) reported that the benefits of wildemess areas not only include increases in recreation
revenues, but also in the more difficult-to-quantify benefits associated with protected water
quality, air quality, and habitat.
Another wilderness survey conducted by Snyder et aL (1995) discovered that survey
respondents opposing wilderness designations were willing to pay more to preserve mUltiple use
than supporters of wilderness were willing to pay to for wilderness designation. The main
objective of the Snyder et aL (1995) study was to determine the potential economic impacts of
wilderness designations in Utah. Their study found that respondents were less likely to support
wilderness as their level of understanding increased regarding the legal definition of wilderness
and the types of activities that are and are not allowed in wilderness areas.

On-Site Social/Psychological Impacts
ofDesignation
Perceived Crowding
Crowding is defined as a negative evaluation of a certain density or number of
encounters (Shelby, Vaske, and Heberlein 1989). Graefe, Vaske, and Kuss (1984) reported that
when use levels increased, recreationists were more likely to evaluate the experience as crowded.
But feelings of crowding are not entirely a function of a number of people in a given area. The
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term "perceived crowding" is often used to emphasize the subjective or evaluative nature of the
idea. It has been found that reported feelings of crowding can vary by time, resource availability,
resource accessibility, and management strategies (Shelby, Vaske, and Heberlein 1989).
Feelings of crowding are also based on expectations. If a recreationist expects to encounter 100
people, and only sees 10, the recreationist will feel less crowded than the recreationist who
expected to see two people and saw 10. Pre-designation users and post-designation users may
likely have different expectations for visitor densities at the Monument - this will be evident in
their reponed feelings of crowding. We expect pre- and post-designation users to differ in their
reported feelings of crowding.

Labels and Visitor Judgments
Environmental psychology research has shown that categorization of land affects how
people perceive those places. Anderson (1981) showed color slides of ponderosa pine forests to
college students and asked them to rank them according to scenic beauty. Each slide was labeled
with either "commercial timber stand," "leased grazing range," "national forest," "national
park," "recreation area," or "wilderness area." The labels significantly affected judgments of
scenic quality, with wilderness area and national park areas ranked consistently more scenic, and
commercial timber stand and leased grazing range ranked less scenic.
Similarly, Hodgson and Thayer (1979) showed that labels which imply human influence
in natural landscapes influenced how people rated scenic beauty. Photographs were labeled
either with natural titles (lake, forest growth) or with labels implying human influence (reservoir.
tree farm). Participants were asked to rank the photographs from most to least beautiful. In all
three experiments photographs which implied a human influence were ranked significantly lower
than those with natural labels. Carls (1974) did a similar study with similar results.
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The Relative Nature ofHuman Evaluations
Evaluative judgments are a combined product of the observer's perception of a place and
his or her judgmental standards or criteria (Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs 1986). Designation
"labels" and their associated social concepts are a factor in how people develop judgmental
standards of an area. For instance, Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs (1986) found that
recreationists' reactions to management activities were significantly related to "understanding
the purpose ofa National Forest," as well as other factors. But producing a judgment is not
simply a distinction between "good" or "bad." Noe, Hammitt, and Bixler (1997) found that
recreation visitors were able to discriminate and judge impacts relative to specific situations and
conditions in National Parks - for example, they judged seeing a few pieces of litter in a picnic
area differently than seeing a few pieces oflitter in a stream or forest.

Biophysical Impacts ofDesignation
The biophysical impacts of designation are largely related to the possibility of increased
recreational use. Increased use of a natural area can cause consequences for the resource in terms
of increased biophysical impacts such as plant trampling, soil compaction, and animal
displacement or habituation (Hammitt and Cole 1998). Impacts of increased use on the natural
environment may be as varied as trail degradation from increased foot traffic (Leung and Marion
1996) to the introduction of nonnative plants via feed for increased livestock use (Marcus,
Milner, and Maxwell 1998). The extent, type and severity of recreational impacts on the natural
environment are based on the characteristics of the recreational disturbance, and the
characteristics of the affected environment (Knight and Gutzwiller 1995). Because this topic is
so broad and varied, and because this research focuses largely on the effects of designation on
visitors, rather than on the environment, this topic will not be covered extensively in this review.

44
Study Context

This study further explores the impacts of protected-area designation by means of a 1999
survey of recreation visitors to the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument. THis study
was different than studies done previously. Rather than analyzing perceptions of photographs,
this study looks at how designation itselfhas influenced the type of visitor that comes to the
Monument. This tactic has strengths and weaknesses. It is a real-life situation where very little
changed in the area except public perception (through political designation and the media) of
what the area "is." One weakness is that it is difficult to discriminate between those whose visit
was directly influenced by designation, and those who only happened upon the Monument and
whose visit has little to do with changes in public perception or designation. Another weakness is
that it is nearly impossible to locate those visitors who had already been displaced by
designation.
Despite these drawbacks this study can be a useful tool for managers. Ifpre- and postdesignation visitors differ considerably, managers will be able to identify potential differences
between visitors. Managers need to be aware of these to avert potential conflicts and to cater to
their respective needs. With this study, managers will also have more infonnation about the
possible social influence of designation when trying to decide whether it is appropriate for a
specific area. It will also serve as a starting point for researchers looking to further understand
the repercussions of designation on a natural area.
Designation affects local communities and (by definition) the resource. But it is not clear
from previous literature whether designation affects recreation visitors. Post-designation visitors
to the Monument may differ from those who had been visiting the Monument since before
designation in several ways. These include expectations for Monument resources, sources of
information, and preferences for management. Post-designation visitors may have expectations
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for the area based on the label "National Monument." For post-designation visitors, the term
National Monument may conjure visions offiiendly rangers leading groups of tourists along
well-marked, well-used, paved trails (similar to other more densely-used National Parks in
Southern Utah such as Bryce Canyon and Zion). New visitors to the Monument may be caught
unprepared to navigate unreliable dirt roads to remote, meagerly marked trails miles from any
visitor center, source of water, or pit toilet. They may also be surprised to see cattle wandering
around a "protected" natural area. Pre-designation visitors, on the other hand, knew the land as
"normal" BLM land before designation. They know to expect the remoteness, lack of facilities,
and grazing cattle. These visitors know where to find the best trails (or any trails at all) without
the help ofBLM rangers or visitor centers.

Hypotheses
Related to expectations and information, these two groups (pre- and post-designation
visitors) may have different preferences for their visit and different perceptions of Monument
values. Previous literature is very limited with guidelines toward hypotheses in this area.
Assuming that pre- and post-designation visitors will differ along the lines of local communities
after wilderness designation, or will differ according to how observers rated labeled photographs
discussed in the literature review, I hypothesized the following:
HI: Pre-designations and post-designation visitors will differ significantly in the way

they get and use information about the Monument, its resources, and its recreation
opportunities.
H0: There will be no significant difference in information.
Hz: Pre-designation and post-designation visitors will differ significantly in their
expectations for the Monument, its resources, and its features.
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H0: There will be no significant difference in expectations.
H3: Pre-designation and post-designation visitors will differ significantly in their
preference for recreation and Monument management.
H0: There will be no significant difference in preference.

H4: Pre-designation and post-designation visitors will differ significantly in
demographics (age, size of home community, home state).
H0: There will be no significant difference in demographics.
Hs: Pre- and post-designation visitors will differ significanlty in their perceived feelings
of crowding.
H0: There will be no difference between pre- and post-designation visitor perceived
feelings of crowding.

Methods
Variables
The variables used to determine if there were significant differences in pre- and postdesignation recreationists perceptions included length of stay at the Monument, whether
designation affected the decision to visit, sources of information about the Monument, the
importance of certain Monument features, how often those features were seen, and evaluations of
the condition of those features. Other variables included activities participated in while at the
Monument, the benefits of a Monument visit, an evaluation of Monument management,
responses to inquiries about support of possible management or human actions, and finally,
demographic characteristics (age, sex, residency, education, household type).
Pre- and post-designation use was determined by the year the respondent reported first
visiting the Monument. Visitors reporting 1996 or earlier were classified as "pre-designation"
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visitors. Designation happened in September 1996, so it is possible that a very small portion of
those visitors actually knew about designation when they visited for the first time. However,
spring is the peak visitor season and we believe this possibility is so small that is will not
influence results. Visitors who reported first coming to the Monument in 1997 or later were
classified as "post-designation" visitors.
Although displacement of long-time recreationists is of great concern to managers,
especially as related to designation, post-designation users who were displaced by designation or
did not return to the Monument for another reason were not surveyed due to the difficulty of
rmding and contacting these people. However, we were able to compare responses to a few
questions with those given in a previous survey of Escalante Canyons hikers (Ruehrwein 1998)
in order to assess general changes in visitor populations.

Sampling
Data were gathered for backcountry hikers during summer 1999. Hikers were contacted
in three ways: direct contact by a researcher in the Monument, windshield postcards, and
mailings to addresses obtained through the voluntary permit system at trailheads within the
Monument. Because of the difficulty of finding a large sample of hikers in a remote area, contact
points varied, and weekends, holidays, and popular trails were oversampled. Contact locations
included the Paria Town Site, Dry Fork (Hole-in-Rock Road), Calf Creek Campground,
Escalante River Trailhead, Harris Wash (Hole-in-Rock Road), Upper Calf Creek Falls, Coyote
Gulch (Hole-in-Rock Road), The Gulch (Burr Trail Road), Deer Creek Campground and
trailheads, Grovesoner Arch, Cottonwood Road, Bull Valley Gorge (Skutumpah Road),
Wolverine (Burr Trail Road), Little Death Hollow (Burr Trail Road), and Devil' s Garden (Holein-Rock Road). A complete list oflocation points and dates is included in Appendix B. All
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recreationists were approached by the researcher in these locations during contact periods. If the
recreationist was involved in backcountry recreation, he or she was asked to participate in the
survey.
Postcard respondents were somewhat self-selecting. Postcards were placed on the
windshield of parked vehicles at trailheads. Tnese postcards briefly described the survey, to help
recreationists determine if they fit the criteria for backcountry use (nonmotorized travel at least
one mile from their vehicle) and asked respondents to complete their name and address and drop
the card in a mailbox. Respondents had the choice to ignore the postcard or to send it in. For
these reasons the backcountry visitors are not a truly random sample. Therefore caution must be
used when applying these results to the entire backcountry visitor population, but they \vill still
provide useful information for research and planning for future management.
Hikers were contacted in the Monument between May and August 1999. When
contacted by the researcher, recreationists were first asked if their visit involved nonmotorized
travel at least one mile from where they left their vehicle (in order to determine if they had been
in the "backcountry" - at least one mile from their vehicles for the purpose of recreation). If they
did, a mailing address was requested (or recorded, from the postcard) and a survey was sent to
that address. Addresses from voluntary permits for the spring and summer of 1999 were obtained
from the BLM. These permits are located at the trailheads of many of the backcountry trails and
at the visitor center in Escalante. These addresses were sorted through to delete duplicate
mailings to recreationists who had already been contacted in person. The mailings for voluntary
permit addresses were completed for hikers during summer and fall 1999.

Self-Selection Bias
No official records were kept for how many mail-in postcards were left on windshields,
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but from an estimate made by comparing infonnation from the contacting researcher and the
number of postcards received, roughly 10-20% of the postcards that were left on cars in the
Monument were returned to be added to the mailing list. One reason for postcards not being
returned may have been that the owner of the vehicles did not visit the backcountry during the
visit, which would be an appropriate exclusion for this survey. Other vehicle owners may not
have returned the postcard due to lack of interest or reluctance to send away personal
infonnation without direct contact from the researcher. Some of the postcards may have been
lost or destroyed by wind or weather before the owner returned to the vehicle.
To assess the extent of self-selection bias, results from the postcard respondents were
compared with other backcountry visitor survey results. It was found that postcard respondents
differed significantly with other hiker respondents (contacted in person or by permit) in a
handful of ways. Postcard respondents were less likely to camp in the backcountry, and more
likely to camp in a developed campground, or stay at a motel/bed and breakfast. (Related to this,
they were less likely to camp near other recreationists, probably because they were less likely to
be camping at all.) Postcard respondents tended to be a bit older than other hiker respondents.
They were more likely to be traveling as a couple, less likely to cook on a camping stove, more
likely to rate the condition of pioneer sites as good, less likely to rate testing skills as important
to their experience, and less negative about guided trips in the Monument. It will be important to
keep these significant differences in mind when interpreting the results of the survey to larger
popUlations.
Another chance for self-selection bias occurred in the way backcountry recreationists
were approached by the researcher. Only one survey per household was requested, so one person
was asked for his or her name from a group of several people from one household. This
introduced the possibility that households traveling together would likely be represented by a
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male recreationist as the spokesperson. Therefore, it is possible that male recreationists were
over-represented in the survey results, because they would be more likely to come forward as the
group spokesperson in a family group (Lucas and Oltman 1971).
Finally, since part of the sample was from the voluntary permit system found at
trailheads in the Monument, it is possible that another type of bias may have been introduced.
Unmanned trail registers commonly provide only names of party leaders, and many groups do
not register at all (Lucas and Oltman 1971). Certain types of visitors are less likely to register
than others - a study in Oregon showed that hikers were twice as likely to register as horse
travelers, and lone individuals were less likely to register than were groups, as were people
making short visits compared to those making longer visits (Lucas and Oltman 1971). It may be
that this type of bias influenced our sample data obtained from permits. These potentials for bias
should be kept in mind when interpreting the results of the data.

Nonrespondents
Because of the relatively high response rates of backcountry surveys (76-86% of all
mailing were returned), no attempt was made to determine specific reasons why respondents did
not complete a survey. Postcard and direct contact surveys weremailedtogether.so
undeliverable surveys and response rates are combined (Table 8).

Table 8
Hiker Survey Response Results
Respondents

Surveys sent

Undeliverable

Response rate
(excluding undeliverable)

Hikers, postcard contact

136

4

277 (86%)

Hikers, direct contact

191

Hikers, permit contact

396

32

275 (76%)
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Results
General Profile of Visitors
Pre-designation and post-designation visitors differed significantly in several ways. Predesignation users typically (66%) made a trip specifically to the Monument area, while postdesignation users were split; approximately half (48%) of them came to visit only the
Monument, while the other half came to the Monument as part of a larger trip (X 2 = 19.294
p < .001). For 76% of post-designation users, the visit when contacted by the researcher was

their first visit to the Monument. Post-designation visitors generally had one or two people per
party, while it was most common for pre-designation visitors to have two or more people per
party (X 2 = 31.081, p = .020). Just under 9% of pre-designation visitors reported living near the
Monument while only 2% of post-designation visitors reported living near the Monument (X 2 =
13.823, p < .001). Most pre-designation users visit the area one or more times per year (88% visit

at least one time every year). Pre-designation visitors stayed in the Monument significantly
longer

(l = 38.437,p =

.016) than did post-designation visitors (Table 9) and their group size

was significantly larger (X 2 = 31.081, P = .020).
Visitors were asked whether potential restrictions affected their decision to visit the
Monument. Although most visitors reported that they weren't visiting the Monument because of
potential restrictions that might accompany designation, some visitors said that their visit was

Table 9
Length of Stay at the Monument
Respondent

Mean stay

1-2 days

3-4 days

5-10 days

11+ days

Pre-designation

6 days

12%

33%

47%

8%

Post-designation

5 days

21%

44%

31%

4%

2

X =38.437 P=.016
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Table 10
Whether Visitor's Visit Was Influenced by Designation
No effect

Slightly

Somewhat

Yes

Pre-designation

77%

16%

7%

1%

Post-designation

50%

24%

19%

7%

Respondent

:x?=48.525,p < .001

influenced by monument status. Half of post-designation visitors said that designation influenced
their decision to come to the Monument, at least slightly (Table 10). Visits of pre-designation
users were less likely to be influenced by designation.

Sources ofInformation
Visitors were asked what sources they used to learn about the Monument (Table 11). The
most popular source of information among both groups was printed materiaL Other popular
sources included guidebooks, discussions with others, and newspapers or magazines. The
Internet and television were used less. In several of these categories, there was a significant
difference in the way pre- and post-designation visitors reported using these information
resources. Pre-designation visitors were less likely to use radio or television and more likely to
report using guidebooks or miscellaneous sources such as maps and prior visits.

Expectations for Monument Features
and Resources
The first step in understanding visitor expectations for Monument features and resources
is to understand how they value them independently of a specific recreation experience. Visitors
were asked their level of education about arid environments. Most respondents felt they had a
moderate or large amount of education about arid environments. Only 8% reported mow "very
little" about them. More pre-designation users reported mowing about arid environments than

53
Table 11
How Visitors Obtained Information
Pre-designation
visitors who
used •••

Post-designation
visitors who
used •••

Significant between preand post-designation
users or not (NS)

Printed material

78%

73%

NS

Newspaper or magazine

54%

53%

NS

Internet

33%

40%

NS

Guidebooks

78%

67%

X2 = 8.882, P = .003

Information from an outfitter

9%

10%

NS

Radio or television

5%

10%

X2 = 4.136, P = .042

Discussion with family or
friends

66%

60%

NS

Other sources of information

20%

8%

Sources of information

did post-designation users (X2

=

X2 = 44.335, P

= .001

29.613,p < .001).

Visitors were asked to rank certain features based on importance to their enjoyment in
general (Table 12). These rankings were from ··not important" to ··most important." Overall the
features that visitors rated most important were Utah scenery, geologic features, and rivers and
streams. Lowest on the list were paleontologic features, rock art, Native American Indian sites,
and pioneer historic sites. None of these categories differed significantly between pre- and postdesignation users.
Visitors were asked to report how often they had seen certain Monument features (Table
13). Overall, visitors said they did not often see rock art, Native American Indian sites, pioneer
historic sites, or fossil remains. More visitors saw cryptobiotic soil and wildlife. Visitors also
reported seeing often grazing cattle, grazing horses, and evidence of both (paths, tracks, trails,
and dung).
Except in the case of cryptobiotic soil, pre- and post-designation visitors are seeing
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Table 12*
Importance of Monument Features
Percent of visitors who said
feature was "most important"

Pre-designation

Post-designation

Significant difference
or not (NS)

Geologic features (slot canyons)

56%

54%

NS

Paleontologic feature

9%

10%

NS

Rock art

17%

17%

NS

Native American Indian sites

16%

14%

NS

Pioneer historic sites

5%

5%

NS

Utah scenery

85%

77%

NS

Plants and flowers

32%

36%

NS

Birds and mammals

27%

29%

NS

Reptiles and small animals

24%

24%

NS

47%
Rivers and streams
44%
NS
*Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of significance. The statistics were run on the whole table (see
Appendix A), but only part of the table is shown here. Table included a four-point scale from '"not
important" to "most important."

resources at nearly the same frequency. In the case of cryptobiotic soil, more post-designation
visitors reported never seeing it or being unsure whether or not they saw it, whereas predesignation visitors were able to identify the soil and had encountered it during their visit.
In a separate survey item, visitors were asked to "describe" the condition of trails and
vegetation - especially along backcountry stream courses - in the Monument. Pre-designation
visitors and post-designation visitors rated trails and vegetation similarly. Approximately 86% of
visitors said that vegetation along streams was healthy or had only moderate impact from
trampling. Of those who said there was heavy impact, 46% said cattle grazing was the main
impact in an open-ended question, and 16% said it was the fault of humans. There was no
significant difference between pre- and post-designation visitor in attributions of the source of
vegetation impact.
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Table 13
How Often Visitors Saw Monument Features During Their Trip

Never

Rarely

Occas.

Freq.

Unsure

Significant
difference or not
(NS)

Pre

26%

33%

34%

7%

0%

NS

Post

28%

29%

32%

8%

3%

Pre

32%

34%

26%

8%

1%

Post

35%

30%

26%

6%

3%

Pre

37%

29%

24%

7%

2%

Post

35%

37%

21%

4%

3%

Fossil
remains

Pre

71%

18%

5%

4%

2%

Post

73%

15%

6%

3%

3%

Cryptobiotic soil

Pre

7%

7%

15%

68%

4%

Post

16%

7%

17%

49%

11%

Pre

2%

16%

37%

45%

0%

Post

4%

15%

32%

39%

0%

Grazing
cattle

Pre

22%

23%

27%

29%

0%

Post

22%

16%

29%

32%

2%

Evidence
of cattle

Pre

6%

10%

27%

56%

0%

Post

7%

12%

30%

50%

1%

Evidence
of horses

Pre

15%

23%

36%

23%

3%

Post

15%

28%

32%

21%

4%

Feature
Rock Art

Native
American
sites
Pioneer
historic
sites

Wildlife

NS

NS

NS

X2 = 26,947,
P < .001

NS

NS

NS

NS

Visitors were asked to rate the condition of several other Monument features from
"poor" to "excellent." They were also given the option "didn't encounter" if the feature was not
seen during their visit to the Monument. Responses differed significantly in several categories
between pre- and post-designation users (Table 14).
The significant differences on this item resulted mostly from differences in what pre-
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and post-designation users encountered or didn't encounter. In every case except for interpretive
displays, pre-designation users reported more exposure to the features than did post-designation
users (see "did not encounter" column in Table 14). When this item was analyzed excluding the
"did not encounter" responses, only rock art and Native American Indian sites differed
significantly (X2=8.066, P=.089) between users. In both cases, post-designation users rated the
features as in somewhat better condition than the pre-designation users.

Table 14
Describe the Conditions of the Following Monument Features
Monument
feature

Poor

Fair

Good.

Excellent

Did not
encounter

Pre

2%

22%

53%

13%

8%

Post

7%

22%

47%

12%

13%

Pre

1%

12%

35%

7%

45%

Post

1%

10%

27%

7%

55%

Pre

1%

10%

38%

11%

39%

Post

1%

8%

29%

8%

54%

Cryptobiotic soil

Pre

3%

21%

51%

14%

12%

Post

2%

16%

42%

13%

27%

Rock art

Pre

1%

18%

32%

16%

34%

Post

2%

8%

31%

18%

41%

Native
American
sites

Pre

2%

18%

24%

11%

46%

Post

0%

7%

28%

12%

52%

Pioneer
historic
sites

Pre

2%

12%

28%

6%

52%

Post

1%

7%

29%

6%

57%

Pre

1%

9%

26%

9%

54%

Post

2%

5%

29%

16%

49%

Backcountry
roads
Roadside
campsites
Hiker or
horse
campsites

Interp.
displays

Significant
difference or
not (NS)
X2 = 9.729,
p = .045

NS

X2= 10.828.
p =.029
X2= 19.878,
p =.001
X2 = 13.691.

P =.008
X2 = 17.000,

p =.002

NS

X2 = 9.527,

P =.049
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Table 15*
Possible Benefits of Recreation at the Monument
Pre-<iesignation
visitors who
said "most
important"

Post-designation
visitors who said
"most
important"

Significant between
pre- and postdesignation users or
not (NS)

Exercise

12%

14%

NS

Escape from pressures of ordinary life

55%

51%

NS

Not having to see people outside my
group

23%

21%

NS

Being with friends andlor family

34%

32%

NS

Finding solitude

56%

51%

NS

Seeing a place I've never seen before

34%

53%

X2 = 27.638, p < .001

Testing my backcoUDtry skills

l3%

15%

NS

Learning more about nature

21%

28%

NS

Being creative (painting, photos, etc.)

16%

12%

NS

Benefit

49%
40%
Being uplifted spiritually
NS
·Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of significance. The statistics were run on the whole table (see
Appendix A), but only part of the table is shown here. Table based on a four-point scale from "not
important" to "most important."

MOllument Recreatioll alld Mallagement
Visitors were asked how important were certain benefits from recreation at the
Monument (Table 15). "Escape from pressures of ordinary life" and "finding solitude" were
most important. Of all the benefits listed, only "seeing a place I've never seen before" was
significantly different between pre- and post-designation users (post-designation users rated
seeing a new place as more important to them than did pre-designation users). This makes
intuitive sense since for the majority of post-designation users, the visit when they were
contacted by the researcher was their first visit to the Monument.
Pre- and post-designation users generally participated in the same activities at the same
rate (Table 16). The most popular activities were hiking and camping. The only two activities in
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Table 16
Leisure Activities Participated in While at the Monument
Pre-designation
who participated

Post-designation
who participated

Significant difference
or not (NS)

Hiking

99%

99%

NS

Camping

87%

81%

NS

Scenic driving

58%

63%

NS

Picnicking

19%

19%

NS

Photography

69%

64%

NS

Nature watching

63%

52%

X2 = 5.768,p = .016

OHVriding

1%

1%

NS

Horseback riding

0%

1%

NS

Bicycle riding

5%

3%

NS

Boating

2%

1%

NS

Rock climbing

9%

8%

NS

Visit historic sites

21%

18%

NS

Visit archaeologic sites

27%

25%

NS

Visit paleontologic sites

12%

10%

NS

Learn about plants/animals

33%

27%

NS

Learn about geology

34%

29%

NS

Explore slot canyons

67%

59%

Activity

X2 = 3.755, p

= .053

which significant differences occurred between users were nature watching and exploring slot
canyons. In both cases, more pre-designation users participated than did post-designation users.
Visitors were asked where they spent the night during their Monument visit (Table 17).
Most visitors camped - in the backcountry, along backcountry roads, or in developed
campgrounds. Approximately one quarter of all visitors stayed in town in a hotel, motel or
private horne. A small percentage did not spend the night, only stopping briefly in the Monument
during the day.
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Table 17*
Where Visitors Spent the Night During Their Visit
Pre-designation
visitors

Post-designation
visitors

Significant
difference or not
(NS)

Camped in backcoUDtry

69%

59%

X2 = 5.824, P = .016

Camped along back road

37%

27%

X2 = 6.235, p =.013

Camped in developed
campground

27%

33%

NS

Stayed in hotellmote1lb&b

22%

27%

NS

Slept in a private home

4%

1%

X2 = 5.395, P = .020

Where visitors stayed

1%
Didn't spend the night
3%
NS
*Respondents were allowed multiple answers if they had stayed more than one night in the Monument

Significant differences occurred in the categories "camped in the backcountry," "camped
along backcountry roads" and "slept in private home" (although only a very small percentage of
all respondents reported spending the night in a private home). More pre-designation visitors
camped in the backcountry and along back roads than did post-designation users.

Human Activities and Management Practices
Pre- and post-designation visitors did not differ significantly in their evaluations of
human activities and management practices. Visitors were asked whether certain activities and
management practices added to or detracted from their experience at Monument (Table 18).
Almost half of all respondents said seeing evidence of mineral exploration "strongly detracted"
from their experience. Other detractors were seeing cattle on the open range, the ability to bring
dogs on trips, seeing evidence of campfires, and having the opportunity for guided trips. The
only category in which pre- and post-designation users differed significantly was in mineral
exploration. More post-designation users said that seeing evidence of mining would detract from
their experience. Because the designation publicity focused on the expressed need to preserve
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Table 18*
Responses to Human Activities and Management Practices
Pre-designation
visitor who said it

Post-designation
visitor who said it

Detracts

Adds

Detracts

Adds

Significant
difference or
not(NS)

Hiking where there are few trails

6%

79%

9%

75%

NS

Opportunity to take a guided trip

48%

8%

47%

8%

NS

Opportunity to bring dogs on the trip

53%

23%

52%

18%

NS

Being able to build a campfire

32%

36%

27%

40%

NS

Having few restrictions on camping

23%

56%

29%

47%

NS

Being able to float a river

7%

54%

6%

52%

NS

Seeing cattle on the open range

74%

7%

64%

8%

NS

Seeing evidence of mineral exploration

81%

3%

84%

3%

l= 13,648,

Activity or practice

P = .034

Seeing evidence of campf"rres

76%

0%

71%

3%

NS

Seeing rural Western communities

10%

46%

9%

51%

NS

35%
39%
Knowing area is open to variety of uses
38%
33%
NS
*Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of significance. The statistics were run on the whole table (see
Appendix A), but some categories are collapsed are here.

the area against a coal mine, post-designation visitors may be more dismayed to see continued
evidence of mineral exploration.
Respondents were also asked whether or not they would support potential restrictions on
backcountry use (Table 19). There was no significant difference between pre- and postdesignation users in any of these restriction and fee categories.
There was also no significant difference between pre- and post-designations feelings of
crowding (Table 20). On a scale (based on Shelby, Vaske and Heberlein 1989), from one (not at
all crowded) to nine (extremely crowded), 70% chose a two or less, with no significant
difference between the two types of visitors.
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Table 19*
Support of Restrictions and Fees
Post-designation
visitors who

Pre-designation
visitors who
Oppose

Support

Oppose

Support

Significant
difference or
not (NS)

Limiting the number of visitors

30%

54%

29%

54%

NS

Closing some areas to horse use

9%

76%

9%

76%

NS

Closing some areas to all human use

58%

33%

48%

37%

NS

Backcountry fee (no neutral option)

47%

53%

43%

57%

NS

Restrictions and fees

72%
34%
66%
28%
NS
General entrance fee (no neutral)
*Statistic used: Pearson's chi square test of significance. The statistics were run on the whole table (see
Appendix A), but some categories are collapsed are here.

Table 20
Perceived Feelings ofCrowding*
Not at all
Level of perceived crowding

Slightly

Extremely

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

2%

6%

6%

3%

1%

1%

1%

Post-designation visitors
44% 26%
17% 6%
*Results are not statistically different between types of users.

3%

2%

1%

1%

1%

Pre-designation visitors

1

2

43%

27%

Demographics
Pre- and post-designation users were similar in many demographic characteristics (Table

21). Differences occurred in age of the visitor and in home state of the visitor. Pre-designation
users tended to be slightly older than were post-designation users. The average age of predesignation users was 44 years, and the average age of post-designation was 38 years (X 2 =

34.533 p < .001).
More pre-designation users came from Utah than post-designation users - 45% of predesignation users came from Utah while 25% of post-designation users came from Utah (X 2 =

22.707,p < .001).
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Table 21
Demographic Characteristics

Demographics

Significant
difference
arnot (NS)

Post-designation user

Pre-designation user

NS

Sex

75% male, 25% female

69% male, 31 % female

Age

Mean age is 44 years

Mean age is 38 years

X2 = 34.533
P < .001

Children at home

Mean amount is 1 (.7)

Mean amount is 0 (.4)

NS

Type of city where you
grew up

70% from city or suburb

67% from city or suburb

NS

Level of school completed

44% have graduate degree*

41 % have graduate

NS

degree *
Home state (Utah zip or
outside)
*Meaning master's or PhD

45% come from Utah

25% come from Utah

X2= 22.707.
P<

.001

One factor that this research was unable to evaluate was visitor recreation displacement
after designation occurred. In order to evaluate whether visitors with a certain demographic
characteristic stopped recreating in the Monument area after designation, demographic data were
compared with data from a survey completed before designation in 1996 (Ruehrwein 1998).
Sampling for this research took place between March 15 and June 3, 1996. Trailheads were used
as intercept points in the Escalante Canyons area (n = 101). In a comparison with that data.
visitor demographic characteristics such as age, education, and home community were all similar
(Table 22).
The comparison from our 1999 survey includes only respondents contacted in person by
the researcher during their visit to southern Utah, (n

= 137). In the 1999 survey, more

respondents were male than in the 1996 survey. This may have been due to differences in
sampling methods. Education level and the city where the respondents were raised are similar in
both samples. No statistics were run on these samples.
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Table 22
Comparisons with a Summer 1996 Survey

Age

<27
27-36
37-46
47-56
>56

Sex
Education Level

High school or less
Some college
Bachelors degree
Graduate study

Where Raised

>100,000

City Suburb
Small City
Town
Small Town
Rural Area

1996 survey

1999 survey

24%
20
30
16
8

13%
26
25
22
14

62% male

70% male

7%
25
29
40
28%
23

missing
24
12
14

18%

missing
36
47
24%
20
15
17
16
7

Discussion
It was expected that pre-designation and post-designation visitors would differ in how

they obtained infonnation about the Monument, their expectations for resources, management
preferences, perceptions of crowding, and demographics. While several significant differences
were found, there were more similarities than differences. Since this evaluation is based on a
convenience sample of backcountry recreationists, and evaluated using inferential statistics.
caution must be used when making generalizations about the entire population of backcountry
recreationists at the Monument.

Modes ofExperience
It was hypothesized that pre- and post-designation visitors would differ significantly in
the way they obtained and used infonnation about the Monument, its resource, and its recreation
opportunities. In three of seven infonnation source categories, pre- and post-designation users
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differed significantly. Post-designation users relied more heavily on radio and television while
pre-designation users used guidebooks and what they had learned during previous visits. The
difference in information "source" may be an indication of the level of site-specific expertise of
the recreationist. Post-designation users learned about the Monument through mass media. Predesignation users were more interested in information that would help them better navigate and
better understand the Monument (guidebooks). It can be assumed that as new visitors become
more familiar with the main attractions of the Monument, they will also

tum

to guidebooks for

information about the resource.
It is interesting to note that pre- and post-designation visitors did not differ significantly
in their reliance on information from guide services. Only 10% of all users said they used
outfitters as an information source. Even fewer were actually customers - approximately 5% of
pre-designation visitors and 1% of post designation visitors said that they were customers of the
guide service while in the Monument (X 2 = 4.765, P

= .029).

The only two activities in which significant differences occurred between pre- and postdesignation users were nature watching and exploring slot canyons. In both cases, more predesignation users participated than post-designation users. Many slot canyons in the Monument
are found offpaved roads. Some are not well marked, are difficult to find, and are in difficult-toaccess areas. It may be that more pre-designation users are exploring slot canyons because they
know how to find them, and how to hike them from previous experience. In addition, first-time
visitors may be sight-seeing "collectors," focusing on the large geological features that are easily
found in the Monument. Return visitors are more likely to be interested in "nature watching" and
more interested in subtle features found in the Monument.
Although there were not significant differences in all categories, this hypothesis was
partially supported based on the differences that do exist. But unlike expectations, pre- and post-
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designation users do not differ because they are different kinds of visitors, but because they are
in different stages of "expertise" when it comes to knowing their way around the Monument.
Contacting first-time and newer visitors is easier to do through media sources. Television and
radio, on the other hand, will be less effective for targeting contact with visitors with more
experience and more history in the Monument.

Resource Expectations and Experiences
It was hypothesized that pre-designation and post-designation visitors would differ
significantly in their expectations for the Monument, its resources, and its features. This
hypothesis was only partially supported. When ranking the importance of Monument features.
pre- and post-designation users did not differ significantly in any feature category. Predesignation and post-designation users, apparently, think similarly about Monument features and
resources in the abstract.
When it comes to more specific identification of features during a specific visit, preand post-designation users seem to be seeing the same thing as well. They differed in only one
category when asked about what they had seen during their visit, and only two categories when
asked about the condition of Monument features (excluding the "did not encounter" variable,
Table 14).
It was interesting to note that there was a difference based on what they did or did not
encounter in the Monument. Pre- and post-designation visitors seem to be traveling in different
places or, if they are in the same places, they are at least noticing different things. More predesignation visitors camped in the backcountry and along back roads than did post-designation
users. This difference may partially explain the difference in exposure to Monument features.
Since pre-designation users are spending more time in the backcountry (rather than just day
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hiking), they are more likely to be exposed to Monument features such as campsites, cryptobiotic
soil, and historic sites. They may be less likely to see interpretive displays, which are found
mainly along main paved roads and at visitor centers.
This will be important for managers to know as they develop and implement an
interpretive program at the Monument. Interpreters can assume that visitors from both groups
come to them with similar beliefs about the importance and condition of Monument features.
They can also be aware that post-designation visitors are not seeing all the same resources that
pre-designation visitors are seeing. This, again, may not be an indication of a different kind of
visitor, but of the level of experience that the recreationist has in the Monument.

Perceived Crowding
It was hypothesized that pre- and post-designation users would differ in their reported
feelings of crowding. There was no significant difference between users in this category. It may
be that the actual density of recreationists in the Monument was so low that expectations for low
levels of crowding were met or exceeded for most visitors. Shelby, Vaske, and Heberlein (1989)
reported that settings where fewer than 35% of the visitors feel crowded (in the Monument, only
30% reported feeling any type of crowding) are unique low-density recreation experiences, and
that future decisions to promote increased use may change the experience and should be
considered carefully. Low crowding seems to be a unique aspect of Monument recreationists'
experience, and future decisions about increasing recreation density should be carefully
considered by management, as it will likely have a great impact on previous users recreation
experience.

Management Preferences
It was hypothesized that pre-designation and post-designation visitors would differ
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significantly in their preference for recreation and Monument management. When asked about
possible benefits of recreation at the Monument, the only category that pre- and post-designation
users differed in was seeing a place they have never seen before (since three-quarters of postdesignation users were first-time visitors, this makes intuitive sense). The only activities in
which they participated in differently were nature-watching and exploring slot canyons. Support
of possible restrictions and fees did not differ significantly, and the only management action that
differed significantly was mining. Based on these, the hypothesis is not supported.

Demographics
Finally, it was hypothesized that pre-designation and post-designation visitors would
differ significantly in demographic and personal experience characteristics. This hypothesis was
partially supported.
Age and home state differed significantly between the two groups. Post-designation
users were younger, and tended to come from non-Utah zip codes more often than predesignation users. Although we would expect that post-designation visitors would be younger
simply as a result ofthe percent of the population which was too young to visit the Monument
before 1996, designation does appear to have influenced home state. As the news of designation
hit the headlines, recreationists from all over the United States got information about the new
National Monument. Visitors who began coming after designation are often from outside of
Utah. In this case, managers need to be aware that newer visitors may have less experience in
arid environments, and may need more help in understanding how to care for the fragile
Monument environment and to avoid its dangers.

Conclusion
From these data, it seems that although pre- and post-designation users are significantly
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different in demographics, they are seeking similar recreation experiences at the Monument.
Both pre- and post-designation users place importance on geologic features of the Monument,
scenery, and river canyons. Hiking, camping, and scenic driving are the main recreational focus
of both groups.
Anecdotal evidence has implied that designation of a natural area brings about big
changes in the type of recreationists and visitors who come to an area. This research has not
introduced much evidence that this "designation effect" actually occurs. The work of Anderson
(1981) and Hodgson and Thayer (1979) suggests that implied human influence affects the way
observers think about natural places. Thus one would expect that the new designation of the
Monument would create a more idealized view of the area among those who did not know it
before designation. One would also expect those who knew the area as ordinary BLM land to be
more likely to expect to see the area differently than those who only knew it as a National
Monument. The fact that they do not see it differently can be useful to those seeking to overcome
anecdotal opposition to designation.
It is more difficult to categorize characteristics and preferences of pre- and postdesignation users than first expected. They seem to be different demographically, but is difficult
to know whether their differences were a result in a change in the type of visitor because of
designation, or a reflection of the large number of first-time visitors in the post-designation
group. Further research should focus on longer-term changes to see if they endure over time, and
whether or not they influence other changes in Monument management.
Future studies could also develop more sensitive measures of pre- and post-designation
differences. For instance, this study showed that these two groups are being exposed to different
Monument features, but it cannot make clear whether this is happening as a result of limited
information resources or differences in recreation preferences. Future categorization of post-

69
designation users should probably exclude one-time (first-time) visitors as an anomaly not
necessarily pertinent to permanent changes in visitation. It seems that designation does change
the type of visitor that comes to the Monument area, but it is still unclear what other changes are
occurring at designation, and what the repercussions are for management, resources, and
recreationists in designated areas.
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CHAPTER 4

RECREA TIONISTS' RESPONSES TO LIVESTOCK GRAZING IN THE
GRAND STAIRCASE-ESCALANTE NATIONAL MONUMENT

Abstract Hunters and hikers were both surveyed in Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument during the summer of 1999. Part of the survey examined visitors' perceptions of
livestock grazing in the Monument. Previous research indicates that recreationists' reactions to
livestock in natural areas are associated with the type of recreation, demographic characteristics.
location of the grazing, and attitudes toward natural resources. For this study, perceptions of
livestock grazing were compared across two categorizations of visitors: consumptive users
(hunters) versus non-consumptive users (hikers); and pre-designation users (those whose first
visit to the Monument occurred before designation) versus post-designation users (those who
started coming to the Monument after it was designated). Differences were hypothesized to
occur between the two pairs of visitor types based on differences in visitors' recreation
philosophy, perceptions of the National Monument and demographics. Results show that type of
use was a significant indicator of how recreationists responded to cattle, while timing of the first
visit was not significant in any category. Two demographic characteristics - education and
ruraVurban upbringing - were significant predictors of respondents' reaction to grazing.

Introduction
President Clinton's proclamation which established Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument (GSENM) in 1996 made it clear that grazing could continue at the same level as it
currently existed. It also established the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) as the managing
agency of the area - which would make it the first National Monument under BLM management
(rather than under National Park Service management). BLM management adheres to a multiple-
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use philosophy, as mandated by the Federal Lands Policy and Management Act (FLPMA),
maintaining areas for mining and grazing as well as for resource protection and recreation. Since
the Monument was created for the protection of outstanding geology, paleontology, archeology,
history, and biology contained in its boundaries (Clinton 1996), BLM managers would have to
find a balance between protection and use in ways that might not reflect the agency's standard
management and policy, nor Americans' basic assumptions about the character of a National
Monument.
Livestock grazing has a long history in the Monument. The local communities of
Escalante and Boulder have depended on grazing historically as a major part of their livelihood.
Anglo-American Mormon Pioneers settled the area in the spring of 1875 (powell 1994). Drawn
by the mild climate and relative abundance of grazing land, the settlers raised cattle and sheep.
The town of Escalante and the nearby community of Boulder remained an outpost on the
Mormon frontier for many years. Local growth was historically limited to what the natural
resources could sustain. For years isolated from major highways and large cities, the people of
Escalante and Boulder built their community around home industries and ranching. During the
1930s, Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) camps brought improved roads from the surrounding
area. The communities later built irrigation systems, electrical and telephone services, service
stations, a bank, an airstrip, and other facilities. These facilities and the surrounding sandstone
canyons have brought thousands of tourists each year to hike the Escalante River, follow the
historic Hole-in-the-Rock Trail, view ancient Indians structures and rock art, traverse the
magnificent Burr Trail to Lake Powell, or drive the 120-mile-long "Scenic By-Way" Highway.
The communities today are dependent on natural resources with tourism, livestock, and timber
the mainstays of the local economy (powell 1994).
Designation of the Monument as a federally protected National Monument afforded the
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area certain environmental protections. Mining projects were tabled and limits were placed on
some extractive uses. Despite these changes, federally leased grazing allotments were not
immediately affected by designation.
Visitor perceptions oflivestock grazing could be affected directly or indirectly by
designation - either by affecting how people perceive the appropriateness of consumptive uses
versus recreational uses of a National Monument, or by influencing perceptions of the purpose of
the Monument. Because extractive uses of public lands are sometimes seen as being in direct
opposition to recreation, some constituents may think that federal designation as a National
Monument meant that recreation would always take priority over extractive uses. Even if that
were true, backcountry recreation was not the main reason the Monument was established by
presidential proclamation. The area was designated in order to protect the outstanding geology,
paleontology, archeology, history, and biology contained in its boundaries (Clinton 1996).
By better understanding the perceptions that recreationists have, and the characteristics
of visitors who have antipathy toward grazing, managers will be better equipped to address the
clash between recreation and grazing. One of the goals of this project was to analyze the
relationship between recreationists' perceptions oflivestock grazing and their recreation
experience at the Monument. If these perceptions can be identified, and a connection between
perceptions of grazing and visitor actions can be established, managers will be better able to
address the issue before it reaches an unmanageable leveL Alternatively, ifrecreationists report
that their experiences have been positively or neutrally affected by livestock grazing in some
circumstances, managers can try to promote grazing primarily under those circumstances.
This study analyzed data from a 1999 survey of visitors to the National Monument.
Responses were compared between visitors who first came to the Monument before designation
occurred (pre-designation visitors) and for visitors who began coming to the Monument after it
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was designated (post-designation visitors), and also between consumptive and nonconsumptive
recreation users. Responses from 714 recreationists were analyzed to determine if reactions to
grazing livestock could be predicted based on the type of recreation in which the visitor was
involved, general perceptions of Monument resources, and demographic characteristics.

Literature Review
With a few exceptions (Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs 1986; Mitchell, Wallace, and
Wells 1996; Johnson, Wallace, and Mitchell 1997), research analyzing recreationist perceptions
oflivestock grazing is limited. In those studies that have examined how recreationists and the
public respond to grazing, some differences in reaction to grazing livestock or evidence of
livestock can be accounted for by the type of activity in which the recreationist participates, the
category ofland where grazing occurs, demographic characteristics, and general beliefs about
the environment.

Recreationists' Anitudes Toward Grazing and
Attributioll ofResource Damage
Issues in grazing management produce strong feelings in stakeholders. Recreationists
frequently blame cows and (therefore) ranchers for ecological and social problems on public
lands (Briede 1994). Those opposed to grazing on public lands say that cattle pollute scarce
desert water sources, spread exotic plant species, expose soils to erosion, compete with wildlife
for food, and damage archaeological and paleontological sites (Hedden 1999). But it is
sometimes unclear whether these impacts are actual or only perceived by the recreationist
opposed to livestock grazing. Some recreationists say that livestock directly conflict with their
recreation experience through visual impacts, negative experiences and goal interference
(Johnson, Wallace, and Mitchell 1997). It may be that the way recreationists perceive cattle (or
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evidence of cattle) is influenced by their preexisting opinion of cattle grazing, and their
understanding of how a natural area is protected from such uses.
The type of activity in which recreationists participate and the location of the encounter
seem to partially account for differences in perception of cattle and grazing. Sanderson,
Meganck, and Gibbs (1986) examined how dispersed recreationists on the Malheur National
Forest in Oregon reacted to grazing management practices. They found that recreationists'
ratings of scenic beauty in photographs which illustrated different levels of grazing management
were significantly related to the activity in which the respondent participated (fishing, hunting,
or camping). Fishermen rated most photographs lower than hunters or campers, and seemed to be
most sensitive to the relationship between livestock grazing and riparian areas. Hunters rated
photographs consistently higher than other groups, possibly because management to improve
cattle grazing may also improve grazing for game.
The authors found that breadth in recreation interest was positively related to agreement
with grazing management practices (also in Williams 1988; Brunson and Rasmussen 1995). The
more diverse the activities in which the respondent participated, the less likely they were to
negatively respond to grazing management practices. Low ratings by fishermen were correlated
with their ··single purpose" recreation, or their concentration on one activity during their visit.
Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs (1986) also found that the more visits people had made
to the area, the more likely they were to accept intensive grazing management. In addition, the
more contact visitors have with cattle, the more likely they are to have negative perceptions of
them and their impacts. Mitchell, Wallace, and Wells (1996) found that visitors in dispersed
campsites tended to be more critical of grazing than those in developed campgrounds. Johnson,
Wallace, and Mitchell (1997) found the majority of wilderness visitors reported that direct
encounters with cattle and livestock impacts detract from a wilderness experience. Wilderness
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visitors in that study were more tolerant of grazing on non-wilderness public lands if the grazing
was managed to protect ecosystems. The proportion of visitors who accepted livestock grazing in
wilderness (43%) was similar to the proportion who considered grazing to be unacceptable
(40%). But even those who accepted grazing did so with reservations - three-quarters of those
who accepted grazing based their approval on proper management to protect rangeland
ecosystems.
Individual tolerance for sharing recreation resource space is inversely related to
perceived conflict (Ivy, Stewart, and Lue 1992). If recreationists already perceive a conflict
between their backcountry use and grazing, low tolerance leads them to increasingly blame cattle
for resource damage when, in reality, actual grazing impacts can vary widely depending on the
timing, intensity of use, dominant species present, climate, or other locally variable factors
(Holecheck, Pieper, and Herbal 2000).

Demographics
While there is not a clear correlation between demographic characteristics and
environmental concern in a recreation management context (Donnelly and Vaske 1995),
demographic differences among recreationists are related to differences in perceptions toward
management and grazing cattle. Brunson and Steel (1996) examined national data to determine
geographic variation in general public perceptions and beliefs about federal range management
and beliefs about environmental conditions of federal rangelands. They found only weak support
for a national east/west dichotomy on attitudes toward range issues, but better support for
urban/rural dichotomy where rural communities tended to be dependent economically on
rangelands. They also found that attitudes toward grazing appeared to be driven by overall
environmental attitudes. Sanderson, Meganck, and Gibbs (1986) found that attitudes about range
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management varied by place of residence, while Mitchell. Wallace. and Wells (1996) found that
the home community size of the respondent did not affect attitudes toward grazingirecreation
conflict.
This study will evaluate demographic infonnation in order to construct a respondent
profile that may show associations between characteristics such as age. gender. and education to
be associated with recreation perceptions and how they respond to contacts with grazing
livestock.

Hypotheses
Research has shown that consumptive and non-consumptive users differ in many aspects
of recreation, environmental philosophy and attitudes. Previous research includes the specific
topic of consumptive/non-consumptive perceptions of cattle (Sanderson. Meganck, and Gibbs
1986). Based on this research, it is hypothesized that hikers and hunters will differ significantly
in their perceptions of cattle on the Monument.
Anderson (1981) and Hodgson and Thayer (1979) found that implied human influence
affects the way observers think about natural places. Monument status at the Monument may
imply to visitors a different style of management than no designation. Although no previous
research on designation's effect on perceptions of cattle is available, one would expect that the
new designation would create a more idealized view of the area among those who did not know
it before designation in 1996, so expect no cattle. On the other hand. those who knew the
Monument as ordinary BLM land before designation may be more likely to expect cattle and
thus be more tolerant of them. Therefore, it is hypothesized the pre- and post-designation users
will differ significantly in their perceptions of cattle.
Finally, even though there is not a clear correlation of demographic characteristics as
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predictors of environmental concern, it has been shown that there are demographic differences
among recreationists related to perceptions of management and grazing cattle (Donnelly and
Vaske 1995). Based on this, we hypothesize that there will be significant differences between
demographic characteristics based on perceptions of grazing livestock.
HI: There will be significant differences between hunter (consumptive user) and hiker

(nonconsumptive user) perceptions of livestock grazing.
He: There wiIl be no significant difference between hunter and hiker perceptions of
livestock grazing.
H2: There will be significant differences between pre-designation (first visited during
1996) and post-designation (first visited after 1996) perceptions oflivestock grazing.
H0: There will be no significant difference between pre-designation and post-designation
perceptions of livestock grazing.
H3: Demographic characteristics, i.e., rural/urban residence, age, and education, will be

significant predictors of grazing perceptions.
H0: Demographic characteristics will not be significant predictors of grazing attitude.

Methods

Variables
The variables used to determine ifthere were significant differences in recreationists
perceptions of cattle included survey items designed to measure: how often recreationists saw
cattle or evidence of cattle; visitors' evaluations of the condition of vegetation and Monument
features; and their evaluations of whether cattle and other Monument uses added to or detracted
from their experiences at the Monument. Variables were compared for hunters and hikers, and
for pre- and post-designation users.
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Sampling
Data were gathered for hikers and hunters during summer 1999. Hikers were contacted
in three ways: direct contact by a researcher in the Monument, windshield postcards. and
mailings to addresses obtained through the voluntary permit system at trailheads within the
Monument. Because of the difficulty of fmding a large sample of hikers in a remote area, contact
points varied, and weekends, holidays, and popular trails were oversampled. Contact locations
included the Paria Town Site, Dry Fork (Hole-in-Rock Road), Calf Creek Campground,
Escalante River Trailhead, Harris Wash (Hole-in-Rock Road), Upper Calf Creek Falls, Coyote
Gulch (Hole-in-Rock Road), The Gulch (Burr Trail Road), Deer Creek Campground and
trailheads, Grovesoner Arch, Cottonwood Road, Bull Valley Gorge (Skutumpah Road),
Wolverine (Burr Trail Road), Little Death Hollow (Burr Trail Road), and Devil's Garden (Holein-Rock Road). A complete list oflocation points and dates is included in Appendix B. All
recreationists were approached by the researcher in these locations during contact periods. If the
recreationist was involved in backcountry recreation, he or she was asked to participate in the
survey.
Postcard respondents were somewhat self-selecting. Postcards were placed on the
windshield of parked vehicles at trailheads. These postcards briefly described the survey, to
determine if they fit the criteria for backcountry use (nonmotorized travel at least one mile from
their vehicle), and asked respondents to complete their name and address and drop the card in a
mailbox. Respondents had the choice to ignore the postcard or to send it in. For these reasons the
backcountry visitors are not a truly random sample. Therefore caution must be used when
applying these results to the entire backcountry visitor population, but they will still provide
useful information for research and planning for future management.
Hikers were contacted in the Monument between May and August 1999. When
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contacted by the researcher, recreationists were first asked if their visit involved nonmotorized
travel at least one mile from where they left their vehicle (in order to determine if they had been
in the "backcountry" - at least one mile from their vehicles for the purpose of recreation). If they
did, a mailing address was requested (or recorded, from the postcard) and a survey was sent to
that address. Addresses from voluntary permits for the spring and summer of 1999 were obtained
from the BLM. These permits are located at the trailheads of many of the backcountry trails and
at the visitor center in Escalante. These addresses were sorted through to delete duplicate
mailings to recreationists who had already been contacted in person. The mailings for voluntary
permit addresses were completed for hikers during summer and fall 1999.
Hunters were contacted through a hunter registration list for the Paunsaugunt unit
obtained from the Division of Wildlife Resources during fall 1999. Because only part of that
hunting unit falls within the Monument, hunters were asked on the survey to return a completed
survey only if they had hunted or scouted in the Monument, and a map was provided to help
them determine whether they had. Those who had hunted or scouted within the Monument were
asked to complete and return the survey. Those who did not hunt or scout on the Monument were
asked to check a box on the cover and return the survey uncompleted. The hunter survey was
analyzed separately from the hiker survey as the surveys were not absolutely identical, but the
majority of questions, which were the same, were directly compared between the two surveys.
Pre- and post-designation users were determined by looking at the year they reported
first visiting the Monument. Visitors reporting 1996 or earlier were classified as "predesignation" visitors. Designation happened in September 1996, so a it is possible that a very
small portion of those visitors actually knew about designation when they visited for the first
time, and were still classified as pre-designation. This number should be so small, it should not
influence results. Visitors who reported coming to the Monument 1997 or later were classified as
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"post-designation" visitors. In the analysis of pre- and post-designation use, only hiker
respondents were used. Hikers and hunters were separated in this analysis because these groups
seemed too different to make such an analysis useful.

Self-Selection Bias
No official records were kept for how many mail-in postcards were left on windshields,
but from an estimate made by comparing information from the contacting researcher and the
number of postcards received, roughly 10-20% of the postcards which were left on cars in the
Monument were returned to be added to the mailing list. One reason for postcards not being
returned may have been that the owner of the vehicles did not visit the backcountry during their
visit, which would be an appropriate exclusion for this survey. Other vehicle owners may not
have returned the postcard due to lack of interest or reluctance to send away personal
information without direct contact from the researcher. Some of the postcards may have been
lost or destroyed by \\.ind or weather before the owners returned to their vehicle.
To assess the extent of self-selection bias, results from the postcard respondents were
compared \vith other hiker survey results. It was found that postcard respondents differed
significantly with other hiker respondents (contacted in person or by permit) in a handful of
ways. Postcard respondents were less likely to camp in the backcountry, and more likely to camp
in a developed campground, or stay at a motellbed and breakfast. (Related to this, they were less
likely to camp near other recreationists, probably because they were less likely to be camping.)
Postcard respondents tended to be a bit older than other hikers. They were more likely to be
traveling as a couple, less likely to cook on a camping stove, more likely to rate the condition of
pioneer sites as good, less likely to rate testing skills as important to their experience, and less
negative about guided trips in the Monument. It will be important to keep these significant
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differences in mind when interpreting the results of the survey to larger populations.
Another chance for bias occurred in the way backcountry recreationists were approached
by the researcher. Only one survey per household was requested, so one person was asked to
represent the household. This introduced the possibility that people traveling together would
likely be represented by a male recreationist as the spokesperson (Lucan and Oltman 1971). It is
possible that males were overrepresented in the results. Finally, since part of the sample was
from the voluntary permits in the Monument, it is possible that a bias may have been introduced.
Unmanned trail registers commonly provide only names of party leaders, and many groups do
not register at all (Lucas and Oltman 1971). Certain types of visitors are less likely to register
than others - a study in Oregon showed that hikers were twice as likeiy to register as horse
travelers, and lone individuals were less likely to register than were groups, as were people
making short visits compared to those making longer visits (Lucas and Oltman 1971). These
potentials for bias should be kept in mind when interpreting the results of the data.

Nonrespondents
Because of the relatively high response rates of backcountry surveys (76-90% of all
mailing were returned, refer to Table 1), no attempt was made to determine specific reasons why
respondents did not complete a survey. Hunter response rates were lower (67%), but not
unacceptably. Hunters were asked to check a box on the cover of the survey and return it if they
did not hunt on the Monument portion of the Paunsaugunt hunting unit. It is assumed that
hunters who did not hunt on the Monument may have lost interest in returning the survey, so a
disproportionate amount of the unreturned hunter surveys may be those who did not hunt on the
Monument. This will in no way skew the results, since only those hunters who had hunted or
scouted on the Monument were considered in this analysis.
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Results
Hunters and Hikers
Respondents were asked how often they saw cattle Or evidence of cattle during their
visits to the Monument. Hunters were much more likely to report having seen cattle than hikers
were (Table 23). This may be primarily due to the locations where their activities take place. The
hunters we surveyed visited the western third of the Monument while most hikers visit the
northeastern part of the Monument - Escalante Canyons - where a number of grazing allotments
have been retired.
Hunters also saw more evidence of cattle than did hikers (Table 24). Almost two-thirds
of hunters said that they frequently saw evidence of cattle while just over one-half of hikers said
they frequently saw evidence of cattle.

Table 23 1
Frequency of Cattle Sightings by Hunters and Hikers
Respondent

Never

Rarely

Occasionally

Frequently

Unsure

Hiker

21%

19%

28%

31%

1%

7%

27%

65%

1%

Hunter

-i=

1%
79.543,p < .001

Table 24
Frequency of Sighting Evidence of Cattle by Hunters and Hikers
Respondent

Never

Rarely

Occasionally

Frequently

Unsure

Hiker

7%

11%

28%

53%

1%

7%

26%

65%

1%

Hunter
1%
X2-12.212,p - .016

In several of the tables, low sample numbers within cells (n < 5) was considered to see
if it introduced bias into the chi square evaluation. Although in some cases the sample size was
less than 5, this did not affect the overall meaning of these tables.
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Recreationists were also asked to rate the condition of vegetation along backcountry
stream courses in the Monument (Table 25). Hikers and hunters judged the vegetation
differently. More hunters than hikers rated the backcountry vegetation as healthy (60% compared
to 47%). More than one-fourth of all hunter respondents said that they did not feel qualified to
judge the condition of the vegetation, compared to 7% of hikers.
Respondents were asked in an open-ended question what they thought the source of any
vegetation impact they observed. Respondents were allowed to write more than one reason. and
417 total reasons were given, with many respondents giving more than one reason. For the
purposes of this study, only the first reason that respondents named as the source of the impact
will be used (293 responses). Results are shown in Table 26. Because the question included the
word "trampled" (see Appendix A), responses were often related to foot-traffic, cows and
humans.

Table 2S
Recreationists' Judgements of Vegetation Impacts
Respondent

Healthy

Moderate

Heavy

Not sure

Hiker

47%

39%

8%

7%

Hunter

60%

10%

4%

26%

Z

X = 81.030, P < .001

Table 26*
Perceived Sources of Vegetation Impact
Cattle/
grazing

Humans
(general)

Hiking

Hikers off
trail

Other
reasons

Total

Hiker

44%

15%

10%

8%

23%

100%

Hunter

70%

7%

0%

0%

23%

100%

Respondents

2

x = 41.931, P = .013
*Percent given in table is percentage within hiker or hunter category excluding
those respondents who said the vegetation was healthy or who didn't feel qualified to judge the condition
of the vegetation.
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Almost one-half of the total responses (47%) attributed heavy and moderate vegetation
damage to grazing cattle. Hiking were blamed by 31 % of the total respondents for vegetation
damage. Hunters were more likely than hikers to blame cattle for the damage. Hikers tended to
attribute the damage to human use in general including hiking off trail, large groups, and
overuse.
Visitors were also asked to rate the condition of several Monument features. including
backcountry roads, campsites, cryptobiotic soils, rock art, ruins, historic sites, and interpretive
displays. Respondents were given the option of rating these features from poor to excellent
condition. If they rated any item as poor or fair, they were asked in an open-ended question what
they thought was the reason for the degraded condition. Some respondents gave more than one
reason, but again, only the first reasons are reported here.
Hikers were more likely than hunters to attribute damage to features other than
vegetation to cattle or the actions of people. Around 10% of hikers reported that cattle caused the
damage, and 6% said other people caused the damage. The reasons that hunters gave were
varied, and tended not to fall into specific categories, but they were significantly less likely to
say that cattle (3%) or people (2%) were the source of the damage.
Respondents were asked whether seeing cattle added or detracted from their visit (Table
27). Hunters were significantly less likely to report that cattle detracted from their recreation

Table 27
Cattle Added or Detracted from Recreation Experience
Strongly
detracts

Somewhat
detracts

Slightly
detracts

Neutral

Slightly
adds

Somewhat
adds

Strongly
adds

Hiker

34%

17%

17%

23%

5%

2%

1%

Hunter

17%

9%

16%

35%

9%

10%

8%

x?= 74.406,p < .001
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Table 28
Variety of Uses Added Or Detracted from Recreation Experience

Hiker

Strongly
detracts

Somewhat
detracts

Slightly
detracts

7%

10%
1%

Hunter
1%
= 161.828,p < .001

Neutral

Slightly
adds

Somewhat
adds

Strongly
adds

16%

28%

14%

14%

11%

0%

16%

9%

20%

52%

x?

experience. More than two-thirds of all hikers said that cattle detracted, compared to only 38%
of hunters who said cattle detracted from their visit. This is also evident in another question
which asked respondents to report whether knowing the area was open to a variety of uses added
or detracted from their recreation experience (Table 28). This question did not only apply solely
to cattle grazing, but also included varied uses of the Monument such as mining, off-highway
vehicle use, grazing and backcountry recreation in many forms. Hunters and hikers responses
were significantly different (X 2 = 161.828, P < .001).
More than half of all hunters said that knowing the area was open to a variety of uses
"strongly added" to their recreation experience. This could be a statement on hunting itself, i.e ..
that hunters thought of themselves as part of that ''variety'' which would of course be important
to their recreation experience. Only 2% of hunters said that knowing the area was open to a

variety of uses would at all detract from their experience. One-third of hikers said that this
knowledge detracted from their experience. Hikers were also more likely to be neutral on the
question.

Pre-Designation and Post-Designation Users
A similar analysis compared pre-designation and post-designation users. Of714 hiker
respondents, half were pre-designation visitors (49%) and half were post-designation visitors
(49%). Information for the date of the first visit was missing for the remaining respondents.
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These two groups (pre- and post-designation users) were compared for how often they saw cattle
or evidence of cattle. whether or not they attnbuted vegetation damage or the poor condition of
features to cattle. and whether seeing cattle added or detracted from their visit (Tables 29
through 33). None of the pre-designation post-designation comparisons were significantly
different. If designation does affect visitors' views about the appropriateness oflivestock grazing
in a National Monument. this study could not detect it.

Table 29
Frequency of Cattle Sightings by Pre- and Post-Designation Users
Never

Rarely

Occasionally

Frequently

Unsure

Pre-designation

22%

23%

27%

29%

0%

Post-designation

22%

16%

29%

32%

2%

Table 30
Frequency of Sighting Evidence of Cattle by Pre- and Post-Designation Users
Never

Rarely

Occasionally

Frequently

Unsure

Pre-designation

6%

10%

27%

56%

0%

Post-designation

7%

12%

30%

50%

1%

Table 31
Recreationists' Judgements of Vegetation Impacts
Healthy

Moderate

Heavy

Not sure

Pre-designation

44%

42%

9%

6%

Post-designation

50%

35%

7%

8%

Table 32
Cattle Added or Detracted from Recreation Experience
Strongly
detracts

Somewhat
detracts

Slightly
detracts

Neutral

Slightly
adds

Somewhat
adds

Strongly
adds

Pre-designation

38%

18%

18%

19%

4%

2%

1%

Post-designation

30%

17%

17%

28%

5%

2%

0%
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Table 33
Variety of Uses Added Or Detracted from Recreation Experience
Strongly
detracts

Somewhat
detracts

Slightly
detracts

Neutral

Slightly
adds

Somewhat
adds

Strongly
adds

Hiker

8%

13%

14%

27%

13%

13%

13%

Hunter

7%

8%

18%

29%

16%

14%

9%

Demographic Characteristics
Data were analyzed to determine if demographic characteristics of visitors were a factor
in how they perceived cattle. Independent variables included were whether or not the respondent
came from Utah (non-Utah respondents included both visitors from other states and international
visitors), age, sex, the size of the community where the respondent grew up, and level of
education. The dependent variables were the extent to which multiple-use management detracted
from a visit, the extent to which seeing cattle detracted from a visit, and the frequency of seeing
evidence of cattle. Although one cannot expect demographic characteristics to influence how
often visitors saw evidence of cattle, it is feasible that these characteristics had an indirect effect
on how often visitors noticed evidence of cattle.
Of all respondents, 73% were male and 28% female. Approximately 35% of all
respondents reported a Utah zip code as their home address, and 65% reported a zip code outside
of Utah. More than half of the respondents grew up in a city or a suburb. The ages of respondents
were fairly evenly distnbuted between 20 and 60 years old with the average age near 41 years
old. Demographics and responses about livestock grazing in the Monument were tested for
statistical significance (Table 34).
Whether or not the respondent was from Utah was significant in two of the three
categories. Utahns were less likely than other respondents (25% compared to 36%) to report that
seeing cattle strongly detracted from their recreation experience, and more likely to be neutral
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Table 34
Demographic Characteristics as Influences Upon Perceptions of Cattle
Utah
or no

Age

Sex

Childhood
community

Education

How often visitors saw
evidence of cattle

NS

*Older
respondents less
likely to see
evidence

NS

NS

NS

v.'hether seeing cattle
detracted from recreation
experience

*Utahns less
likely to say
"detracted"

*Older users less
likely to say
"detracted"

NS

*Urban
residents more
likely to say
cattle
"detracted"

"More
educated said
"detracted"

Whether knowing area is
open to variety of uses
detracted

*Utahns less
likely to say
"detracted"

NS

NS

* Urban

.. More
educated said
"detracted"

residents more
likely to say
"detracted"

(30% compared to 23%) on the question. Utahns were also more likely than other respondents to
say that knowing the area is open to a variety of uses strongly added to their recreation
experience (32% compared to 10%). The age of the respondent was also significant in two of the
three categories. Older respondents were somewhat less likely to see evidence of cattle, and less
likely to report that seeing cattle strongly detracted from their visit (14% of visitors age 65 and
older said that seeing cattle strongly detracted from their visit, while the average percentage of
the whole group who said it strongly detracted was 30%).
A respondent's sex was not a significant indicator of their perceptions of cattle grazing
in any of the three categories. Childhood community and education were each significant in two
of the three categories. Respondents with an urban upbringing were more likely to say that
seeing cattle strongly detracted from their visit. Respondents with a rural childhood were more
likely to be neutral. Respondents who grew up in a rural area were also more likely to say that
knowing the area was open to a variety of uses added to their visit. More educated respondents
were more likely to say that seeing cattle strongly detracted from their visit. Less educated
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respondents were more likely to be neutral. More educated individuals were more likely to say
that knowing the area is open to a variety of uses strongly detracts from their visit. Less educated
individuals were more likely to say it added to their recreation experience.
An analysis of the demographic characteristics was performed to control for other

variables. It was found that hunters tend to come from rural communities inside Utah, and hikers
tend to come from urban communities outside Utah (childhood city: X2 = 79.267,p < .001; state
of residence: X2

= 142.406,p

< .001). Using regression analysis, we controlled for activity

(hunting, hiking) within the demographic variables (Tables 35 through 37). Even when
controlling for recreation activity, age, Utah residency and childhood residence are associated
with the effect of grazing use and multiple use on recreation experience. Education is also a
significant influence on perceptions of multiple use. In addition, people with a rural upbringing
are more likely to see evidence of cattle regardless of whether they are hunters or hikers.

Table 35
Ordinary Least Squares Estimate on Responses About Whether Seeing Cattle
Added or Detracted from Visit
Variable

b

Constant

2.684***

State (1 =Utahn, O=Outside Utah)

.398**

.124

Sex (1=Male, O=Female)

-.246

-.065

Pre-lPost-designation (I=Pre, O=Post)

-.246

-.077

Childhood community (1 =rural, O=urban)

.399**

.122

Education (1 =higher education, O=no higher education)

-.108

-.030

Hunter or hiker (1 =hiker, O=hunter)

-.754***

-.195

Age

.018**

.137

Adjusted R2 = .115
F = 12.54***
·significant at p < .05; significant atp < .01; ···significant atp < .001
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Table 36
Ordinary Least Squares Estimate on Responses About Whether Knowing
the Area Is Open to a Variety of Uses Added or Detracted from Visit
Variable

P

b

Constant

5.106***

State (I=Utahn, O=Outside Utah)

.577***

.161

Sex (i=Male, O=Female)

-.186

-.044

Pre-lPost-designation (1 =Pre, O=Post)

-.151

-.043

Childhood community (I=rural, O=urban)

.333*

.092

Education (1 =higher education, O=no higher education)

-.404*

-.lDI

Hunter or hiker (l=hiker, O=hunter)

-1.198***

-.279

Age

.011*

.076

Adjusted R2 = .204
F=23.83***
*significant at p < .05; significant atp < .01; ***significant atp < .001

Table 37
Ordinary Least Squares Estimate On Reported Frequency of Seeing Evidence of Cattle
Variable

f3

b

Constant

2.914***

State (I=Utahn, O=Outside Utah)

-.162

-.092

Sex (I=Male, O=Female)

.094

.046

Pre-lPost-designation (1 =Pre, O=Post)

.080

.046

Childhood community (I=rural, O=urban)

-.236**

-.133

Education (I=higher education, O=no higher education)

-.024

-.001

Hunter or hiker (I =hiker, O=hunter)

-.420***

-.198

Age

-.035

-.049

Adjusted R2 = .032
F = 3.90***
*significant at p < .05; significant atp < .01; ***significant atp < .001
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Discussion
It was hypothesized that there would be significant differences between hunter and hiker

perceptions oflivestock grazing. This hypothesis was supported. Hunters saw cattle and evidence
of cattle more often than hikers. possibly because hunters ventured offbackcountry trails and
away from stream canyons into cattle allotments more than hikers. It could be that hunters
scouted particularly for areas vlith good forage in order to find game - places that cattle would
be attracted to as well. Hunters were more likely to rate vegetation impacts as healthy, or to feel
unqualified to judge vegetation impacts. However, those hunters who said that there were
moderate or heavy vegetation impacts were more likely to assume that it was caused by cattle.
Even though hunters were more likely to be exposed to cattle than hikers, they were less likely to
say that cattle detracted from their recreation experience. It may seem counterintuitive that
hunters were more likely to attribute impacts to cattle, but less likely to mind seeing them. This
may be a function of demographics, since hunters were more likely to have a rural childhood and
to be from Utah (and therefore be more used to seeing and identifying impacts, and more
habituated to cattle). Since this evaluation is based on a convenience sample of backcountry
recreationists, and evaluated using inferential statistics, caution must be used when making
generalizations about the entire population of backcountry recreationists at the Monument.
It was also hypothesized that there would be significant differences in perceptions of
persons who had visited the Monument prior to designation versus those who had not. This
hypothesis was not supported. These results do not fit expectations presented by Anderson
(1981) as well as Hodgson and Thayer (1979), who found that implied human influence affects
the way observers think about natural places. One would expect that the new designation would
create a more idealized view of the area among those who did not know it before designation.
Perhaps there was no difference between pre- and post-designation users because the pre-
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designation users were already not happy about grazing and interactions with livestock.
Otherwise, one would expect those who knew the area as ordinary BLM land to be more likely to
expect to see cattle and thus be more tolerant of them.
Despite these results, it seems apparent that grazing is an issue closely related to
designation. On the back of the survey, respondents were allowed to write any comments they
would like to share with Monument management. Of 109 comments from hikers, 3 1 mentioned
grazing or cattle without any prompting. These comments were both positive and negative, but
the majority expressed concerns about overgrazing and trampling impacts. Such unprompted
discussion of cattle indicates that for many, this is an issue important in their minds.
Finally, it was hypothesized that demographic characteristics would be significant
predictors of grazing perceptions. This hypothesis was partially supported; even after controlling
for activity, respondents' home community size, current Utah residence. and age were all
significant factors in exposure to and perceptions of grazing livestock. Age may be explained as
a factor in exposure to livestock by its possible limitations on where the visitor was able to go
within the Monument. Older visitors may have been limited to traveling on front-country trails.

Conclusion
Recreationists, especially hikers, seem to have difficulty tolerating and accepting grazing
livestock on the National Monument. Future studies ofrecreationists' perceptions of grazing
cattle could involve more specific questions to determine why visitors tend to respond more
negatively after more exposure to cattle. Concerns to address could include whether it is the
actual noise, smell, or impact on the environment caused by cattle to which the visitor is
responding negatively, or if it is more of a philosophical objection because cattle are not a
"natural" feature in a protected National Monument.
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Whatever the objection, managers of the Monument need to begin taking steps to
address recreation/grazing conflicts. Whether increasing segregation oflivestock and hikers, or
upping interpretation efforts to influence visitors' expectations before they encounter livestock
grazing, it may be important for managers to tackle this conflict before it reaches unmanageable
levels.
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CHAPTERS
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In a 1996 political cartoon from The Salt Lake Tribune, President Clinton is depicted
unveiling his painting "Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument." In the cartoon Southern
Utahns say, "I Hate It!... What is it?" Environmentalists say, "I Love It!. .. \Vhat is itT' (Bagley
1996). And ever since the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) was appointed as the managing
agency for the Monument, they are most likely thinking, "It's ours ... What is it?" The task that
Monument managers have faced since designation of the Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument (GSENM) is a complicated one. They are asked to protect the area for its outstanding
resources and values - geology, paieontology, archeology, history, and biology. They also must
allow and manage for previously existing uses such as recreation and grazing.
"We're worried that people will think this is a national park." BLM manager Jerry
Meredith, said in a later article in The Salt Lake Tribune (Steere 1997). Monument status did not
change the sparse visitor facilities and support - in sharp contrast to much more intensely
managed and supervised national parks in other parts of Southern Utah. But Monument status
did change the way the Monument prioritized its management, whether recreationists recognized
that change or not. This research project was an effort to define how recreationists see aspects of
the new National Monument, its protected resources, and its new management.
A summary of key findings from the previous chapters is presented here:
1.

The way that hunters and hikers value natural resources differs. Hikers rated many of the

resources protected under federal declaration (geologic, paleontologic, archeologic, historic, and
biologic values) as more important to their experience than did hunters. Game animals were very
important to hunters, indicating that at least seeing game animals was an important part of their
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recreation experience.
2.

The majority of hunters said that having few restrictions on camping, the ability to build

campfires wherever they chose, and knowing the area is open to a variety of uses added to their
experience. Only slightly more than half of the hikers said that having few restrictions on
camping added to their experience, and a minority said that having the option to build a
campfire, or knowing that the area is open to a variety of uses added to their experience. Overall,
hunters rated management interference less acceptable than hikers; hikers were more likely to be
positive toward the few rules that do exist.
3.

No significant difference was found between hunter and hiker perceptions of crowding.

Both hunters and hikers rated their feelings of crowding very low. There was no significant
difference between pre- and post-designation users' reported feelings of crowding. It may be that
the actual density of recreationists in the Monument was so low that expectations for low levels
of crowding were met or exceeded for most visitors.
4.

Although it was expected that pre-designation and post-designation visitors would differ

in several ways, in most ways these visitors were not different. Pre- and post-designation visitors
did not differ significantly in their reliance on information from guide services or how they
obtained most information about the Monument. When ranking the importance of Monument
features, pre- and post-designation users did not differ significantly in any feature category. Preand post-designation users thought similarly about the abstract importance of features, and when
it came to evaluating the condition of those features they saw them in basically the same way.
5.

Pre- and post-designation users differed in a few demographic characteristics. Post-

designation users were younger, and tended to come from non-Utah zip codes more often than
pre-designation users. But although it appears that designation has affected the type of
recreationist that comes to the Monument, it seems that both types of recreationist are looking
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for similar experiences during their visit.
6.

Hunters saw cattle and evidence of cattle more often than hikers, possibly because

hunters ventured offbackcountry trails and away from stream canyons into cattle allotments
more than hikers. Hunters also tended to spend more time on the southern side of the Monument,
where cattle are more numerous and more apparent.
7.

Although it was hypothesized that demographic characteristics would be significant

predictors of grazing perceptions, significant differences in demographic characteristics and
perceptions oflivestock could be explained by how demographic characteristic are associated
with type of use (hunter or hiker), rather than being independent factors. Respondents' home
community size, whether or not they were from Utah, and their age were all significant factors in
exposure to and perceptions of grazing livestock.
The first major conclusion of this study is that anecdotal evidence about the effects of
designation are too simplified and, in some cases, wrong. Monument status does not
automatically change the type of recreationist that comes to an area. Although this study found
that demographic characteristics between pre- and post-designation users differed in some
categories, both hikers who had frequented the Monument before designation, and hikers that
came to the area knowing it only as a Monument were looking for similar recreation experiences.
Resource managers and local communities do not have to brace for a major cultural change
among visitors when their area is designated as a National Monument. Although visitation may
increase (temporarily or permanently) due to increased media attention, the results of this study
show that monument status does not necessarily change the type of visitor. Managers may have
to deal with conflicts due to increased visitation, or conflicts due to changes in management style
after designation, but if conflicts are blamed on differences in pre- and post-designation visitors,
managers may want to look a little deeper to find the source of the rift.
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The second major conclusion of this study is that hunters and hikers differ both
practically and philosophically as recreationists. Hikers find the values for which the Monument
was protected (geology, palenotology, biology) as important to their visit. Although many
hunters find these values somewhat important, for most their main focus is the hunt - fmding
game animals to observe, harvest, and consume. Hunters and hikers also differ in how they
would prefer Monument management, in several demographic characteristics, and in where they
recreate on the Monument. This would indicate that Monument managers should be careful
about blanket management for all areas of the Monument and for all types of recreation. Hunters
strongly resist the idea of adding an entrance fee or a backcountry fee to what they already pay
for their experience. Hikers are less opposed to the idea of fees, and managers are likely to find it
easier to implement a fee program in areas that hikers use rather than areas that hunters use.
A third major conclusion to this work is that perceived crowding levels on the
Monument are low enough that it qualifies as an exceptional low-density recreation experience.
Less than 30% of all survey respondents said that they felt even slightly crowded. This is a good
sign for managers, three years after designation, that recreationists still feel that crowding levels
in the area are appropriate. This should also be a warning to managers that since crowding levels
are so low, recreationists are particularly sensitive to changes in user density. Even a slight
increase in visitation could affect users who come to the area because they value highly the sense
of wildness and isolation they get while in the Monument. Managers could identify areas where
visitors go to get the feeling of isolation, then manage those areas to maintain that benefit. This
could include encouraging visitors whose main goal is not being isolated to congregate in more
popular recreation areas, and concentrate their use there. In this way, the valuable feeling of
isolation could be preserved for those visitors who want that, while recreationists who value
instead the social aspects of their visit could also be accommodated.
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One characteristic of the new National Monuments managed by the BLM is that in most
cases, grazing privileges were maintained despite monument designation. Since this represents a
difference from traditional protected-area management in the U.S. Department of Interior, it is
important for mangers to understand how visitors respond to seeing livestock and evidence of
their presence. It is not clear whether all groups were negative for the same reasons, however. It
could be that cattle interfered directly with visitors' recreation experience (scenic impacts,
finding a bloated carcass, finding feces on hiking trails, resenting forage used for grazing which
could attract game animals), or it could be that they oppose more the idea of grazing livestock
(federal subsidization of grazing practices, resenting multiple-use philosophy, cows are not
"natural"). Whatever the reason, managers should be aware that an underlying resentment for
grazing livestock exists for many recreationists on the Monument. On the back of the survey,
respondents were allowed to write comments to be delivered to the BLM Monument
management. Of 109 comments from hikers, 31 mentioned grazing or cattle without any
prompting. These comments were both positive and negative, but the majority expressed
concerns about overgrazing and trampling impacts. Such unprompted discussion of cattle
indicates that for many, this is an issue important in their minds. Managers may want to take
steps now - to physically change how recreationists interact with grazing livestock, and to
interpret and educate visitors about actual grazing impacts. If such a strong opposition to such a
prominent monument use is ignored, the conflict can only increase, making it more likely to
create polarization between constituents in the future.
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Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument
Backcountry Visitor Survey 1999
Dear Monument visitor,
Not long ago, you were contacted by a Utah State University researcher
while visiting the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument. When we met
you earlier this year, you agreed to take part in a mail survey that will help us
learn more about how visitors to backcountry areas of the Monument feel about
their visits, and about the natural and human features they encounter there. The
results of this study will help us make recommendations to the Bureau of Land
Management about managing the Monument to protect its natural and scientific
value while also providing opportunities for high-quality recreation experiences.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, but our results
will be most useful if we hear from everyone who receives a survey. Please use
the enclosed self-addressed envelope to return your completed survey. Your
individual answers to these questions will be kept confidential. The ID number
on this page is for mailing purposes only. No record of respondents' identities
will be retained once the study is completed. If you have any questions, please
don't hesitate to contact me at the address below. Thanks for your help!

Mark Brunson, Assoc. Professor
Dept. of Forest Resources
Utah State University
(435) 797-2458
Logan, UT 84322-5215
brunsonm@cc.usu.edu

10# _ _ _ _ __

106

Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument
Backcountry Visitor Survey 1999
Dear Monument visitor,
Not long ago, you registered for a voluntary backcountry permit while
visiting the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument. Your name has
been randomly selected from the permit list for a Utah State University study of
how visitors to backcountry areas of the Monument feel about their visits, and
about the natural and human features they encounter there. If you agree to take
part, your answers will help us make recommendations to the Bureau of Land
Management about managing the Monument to protect its natural and scientific
value while also providing opportunities for high-quality recreation experiences.
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, but our results
will be most useful if we hear from everyone who receives a survey. Please use
the enclosed self-addressed envelope to return your completed survey. Your
individual answers to these questions will be kept confidential. The 10 number
on this page is for mailing purposes only. No record of respondents' identities
will be retained once the study is completed. If you have any questions, please
don't hesitate to contact me at the address below. Thanks for your help!

Mark Brunson, Assoc. Professor
Dept. of Forest Resources
Utah State University
(435) 797-2458
Logan, UT 84322-5215
brunsonm@cc.usu.edu

10# _ _ _ __
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The following questions ask about the visit when we contacted you about tlris survey.
1. How long was your visit to the Monument?

2. How many persons were in your group?

_ _ _ _ _ days
_ _ _ _ _ persons, including myself

3. Which of these best describes the social make-up of your group? (check all that apply)
__ Solo trip
Friends
_ Friends and family combined
__ Couple
__ Family members
__ Customers of a guide service
4. Which of the following leisure activities did you take part in during your visit to the
Monument? (check all that apply)
_ Hiking
_
OHV riding
__ Visiting historic sites
__ Horseback riding __ Visiting archaeological sites
_ Camping
__ Scenic driving
__ Bicycle riding
__ Visiting paleontologic sites
__ Picnicking
__ Hunting
__ Learning about plants/animals
_ Photography
_ Boating
__ Learning about geology
__ Nature-watching __ Rock climbing
__ Exploring slot canyons
_ Other (please specify _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _---...1)
5. Did you make your trip ... ?
__ solely to visit the Monument

__ as part of a larger Southern Utah visit

6. Where did you spend the night during your Monument visit? (check all that apply)
__ Camped in the backcountry, away from any roads
__ Camped in an undeveloped site along a back road
_ Camped in a developed campground (BLM, state park, or private)
__ Stayed at a motel or bed-and-breakfast in a nearby community
__ Spent the night in a private home (your own, a friend's, or family member's)
__ I didn't spend the night, but only visited briefly while passing through
7. Did you stop in any of the communities surrounding the Monument to purchase gas,
groceries, snacks, recreation supplies, or other goods?
Yes
No
8. Some people have expressed concern that recreation visits to the Monument will be
restricted in the future. How much did this concern affected your decision to visit?
Not at all
__ Somewhat, but not the biggest factor
__ Slightly, but not a major factor __ One of the most important factors
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9. Was your decision to visit influenced by the fact that the area became a national
monument in September 1996? (choose the best answer)
_ No, the designation of the national monument had no effect on my decision
_
Slightly, but I probably would have decided to visit the area anyway
_ Somewhat, although I might have visited the area anyway eventually
Yes, I never would have visited if it had not become a national monument
10. We'd like to learn more about what people see when they visit the Monument. Please
circle the number that describes how often you saw the following features on your trip.
2=Occasionally (3-5 times)
?=Unsure
O=Never
l=Rarely (1-2 times)
3=Frequently (>5 times)
Never Rarely Occas Freq Unsure
Native American Indian rock art
0
?
1
2
3
Native American Indian sites
0
1
?
2
3
?
Pioneer historic sites
0
1
2
3
?
Fossil remains (e.g., dinosaur tracks)
0
1
2
3
?
Cryptobiotic soils
0
1
2
3
Wildlife
0
?
1
2
3
?
Grazing cattle
0
1
2
3
Evidence of cattle
0
1
2
?
3
?
Evidence of horse use
0
1
2
3
12. Please circle the number that best describes how often during your Monument visit
you engaged in the following recreation practices:
O=Never
3=Usually (more often than not)
1 =Rarely (only once or twice)
4=Always
2=Sometimes (about halfthe time)
NA=does not apply
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always
Camp within 50 ft of water
o
1
2
3
4
NA
Build a campfire
o
1
2
3
4
NA
Cook on a backpacking stove
o
1
2
3
4
NA
Burn or bury trash
o
1
2
3
4
NA
Wash dishes in a stream
o
1
2
3
4
NA
Handle historic or prehistoric artifacts 0
I
2
3
4
NA
Touch or rub rock art
0
1
2
3
NA
4
Leave the trail to avoid mud or debris 0
1
2
3
4
NA
Detour to stay on sand or slickrock
4
o
1
2
3
NA
Walk two or more abreast
o
1
2
3
4
NA
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13. In general, how would you describe the condition of the trails you used in the
Monument? (choose the best answer)
__ Well-marked and maintained, with very little resource damage evident
__ Well-marked and easy to follow, but there was evidence of resource damage
__ Little evidence of resource damage, but poorly marked and hard to follow
__ Poorly marked and hard to follow, with evidence of resource damage
_ I didn't follow any trails
14. In general, how would you describe the condition of the vegetation - especially
along backcountry stream courses - that you encountered in the Monument?
__ Healthy vegetation, with little evidence that monument uses affected the plants
__ Moderate impact, with evidence of trampling or broken stems on shrubs
__ Heavy impact, with many trampled plants and broken stems on shrubs
_ I don't feel qualified to judge the condition of the vegetation I saw
15. If you said in question #14 that you saw moderate or heavy impact, what do you
think is the source(s) of the damage you saw, in order from most to least affected?

16. In general, how would you describe the condition of the following Monument
features that you encountered? (Circle the best answer)
Did not
Poor Fair
Good Excellent Encounter
Backcountry roads
1
4
NA
2
3
Backcountry roadside campsites
1
2
4
NA
3
Backcountry hikerlhorseback campsites
1
2
4
3
NA
..,
Cryptobiotic soils
4
1
~
NA
2
Native American Indian rock art
1
2
4
NA
3
Native American Indian sites or ruins
1
2
4
3
NA
Pioneer historic sites
1
2
4
NA
3
Interpretive displays
1
2
4
NA
3
17. If you marked any of the items in question #16 as "poor" or "fair," what do you think
is the reason(s) for the degraded condition of that feature?
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18. Using the map on these pages, please show us where you went during the Monument
visit when we contacted you. Circle the names of places you visited - including towns
where you stayed or made purchases as well as sites in the Monument itself. If a place
you visited is not on the map, place an X at the approximate location, and next to it write
the name of the place. (NOTE: This information isfor research and general managemenr
purposes only. We will not use it to promote or restrict use ofspecific locations.)

(A map ofthe monumentfollowed)
19. Please circle the number that best describes how crowded you felt in backcountry
areas of the monument (i.e., places that are away from roads or developed campgrounds).
1 -------- 2 -------- 3 -------- 4 -------- 5 -------- 6 -------- 7 -------- 8 -------- 9
not at all
slightly
moderately
extremely
crowded
crowded
crowded
crowded
20. About how often did you encounter other recreationists while hiking or riding in
backcountry areas of the monument?
About
times per day
2 I. About how often did you camp within sight or sound of other recreationists in
backcountry areas of the monument?
About
nights out of five
22. How often did the actions of other Monument users ever detract from your own
enjoyment of the area?
__ Once or twice a day
Never
__ Less than once a day
__ More than twice a day
23. If other visitors' actions ever detract from your enjoyment, please explain.

The next set of questions asks about your overall history of visiting the Monument.
24. About how often have you visited the Monument for backcountrv recreation activities
such as hiking, horseback riding, hunting, mountain biking, OHV riding, etc., (including
trips you took before the area was designated as a national monument)?
I have made
trips to the Monument for backcountry recreation.
25. About how many times a year do you visit the Monument for any type of recreation?
__ This was my first visit to the Monument
_ I usually visit approximately
times each year
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26. Do you visit the Monument for work-related reasons (e.g., ranching, recreational or
tour guiding, oil/gas exploration, research, etc.)?
No
__ Yes (if so, what reason? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _~
27. To the best of your recollection, in what year did you make your first Monument
visit?
I first visited the Monument in - - - 28. Have you ever lived in one of the towns that surround the Monument?
__ No, I have never lived near the Monument.
__ No, but I once lived in _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ (name of town)
__ Yes, I currently live in
(name of town)
29. People can gain many benefits from a recreation trip to the Monument. Please tell us
how important each of the following potential benefits is to you personally (circle the
number of the best answer).
Not
Slightly
Most
Important Important Important Important
1
2
3
4
Exercise
Escape from pressures of ordinary life
1
2
3
4
Not having to see people outside my group
1
2
3
4
Being with friends and/or family
1
2
3
4
Finding solitude
1
2
3
4
Seeing a place I've never seen before
1
2
3
4
Testing my backcountry skills
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
Learning more about nature
Being creative (painting, taking photos, etc.)
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
Being uplifted spiritually
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30. The Monument is a vast place which offers different things to different people. We'd
like know which of the following features are most important to your enjoyment when
you visit. Please circle the number that describes how these have affected your visit(s).
Not
Slightly
Most
Important Important Important Important
1
2
3
4
Geological features such as slot canyons
1
2
3
4
Paleontologic features (e.g., dinosaur tracks)
1
2
3
4
Native American Indian rock art
1
2
3
4
Native American Indian sites
1
2
3
4
Pioneer historic sites
1
2
3
4
Spectacular southern Utah scenery
1
2
3
4
Wildflowers and interesting plants
3·
4
1
2
Birds and mammals
1
2
3
4
Reptiles and other smaller animals
1
2
3
4
Rivers and streams
31. We'd like to know how your Monument experiences are affected by the following
human activities and management practices. Please circle the number that best describes
whether the following adds to or detracts from your experience.
5 =Slightly adds
l-Strongly detracts
4=Neither adds
6 =Somewhat adds
2=Somewhat detracts
nor detracts
7 -Strongly adds
3 -Slightly detracts
<------detracts-------neutral------adds-------->
Hiking or riding where there are few trails
12
3
4
5
67
12
3
4
5
67
Opportunity to take a guided trip
Opportunity to bring dogs on the trip
12
3
4
5
67
12
3
4
5
67
Being able to build a campfire
12
3
4
5
67
Having few restrictions on camping
Being able to float a river
12
3
4
5
67
12
3
4
5
67
Seeing cattle on the open range
Seeing evidence of mineral exploration
12
3
4
5
67
12
3
4
5
67
Seeing evidence of campfires
12
3
4
5
67
Seeing rural Western communities
3
4
5
67
Knowing the area is open to a variety of uses 1 2
32. Although no restrictions on backcountry recreation use are currently proposed for the
Monument, they may be appropriate in the future. How strong would you describe your
support/opposition to the following potential restrictions on backcountry recreation use?
Strongly
Strongly
Oppose Oppose Neutral Support Support
12345
Limiting numbers of visitors
Closing some areas to horse use
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5
Closing some areas to all human use
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33. It's becoming more and more common for fees to be charged for recreation use of
public lands. If you knew that the funds raised would go toward managing recreation use
of the Monument, how likely would you be to support the following fees?
__ I would support both a general entrance fee and a backcountry permit fee.
__ I would support a backcountry permit fee but not a general entrance fee.
__ I would support a general entrance fee but not a backcountry permit fee.
__ I would not support any sort of fee for recreation use.
34. If you said yes to either fee in #33, how large a fee would you support?
Entrance fee: $
Backcountry permit fee: $,_ _ _ _ __

Finally, we'd like to know a little more about you. These questions will be used to
prepare a general profile of Monument visitors. Individual answers will not be
used.
35. What is your sex?
Male
Female
36. In what year were you born? _ _ _ _ __
37. How many children under 18 are currently living in your home? _ _ _ _ _ __
38. What was your ZIP code at the time we contacted you for this survey? _ _ _ _ __
39. Which of the following best describes the places where you lived when growing up?
_
City of 100,000 or more
_ Medium-sized town (5,000-25,000
_
Suburb of a large city
_ Small town (less than 5,000 people)
_
Small city (25,000-100,000)
Farm or other rural area
40. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
__ Have not finished high school _ Bachelor's degree
__ High school diploma
__ Graduate or professional degree
41. Which statement best describes your previous education about arid environments?
__ I know very little about arid environments
__ I've gained a moderate amount of knowledge over the years
__ I know a lot about arid environments, but not through formal education
__ I've taken one or more college courses about arid environments
__ I've taken one or more formal, non-university courses about arid
environments
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42. Which of the following information sources have you used to learn about the
Monument? (check all that apply)
__ Printed materials (e.g., pamphlets) published by the BLM or other agencies
__ Newspaper or magazine articles
World Wide Web sites
__ Guidebooks acquired at a bookstore or library
__ Information provided by an outfitter or guide
__ Radio or television programs
__ Discussions with family or friends
_ Other (what was it? ________________________)
Thank you for taking time to answer our questions. If there is anything else you'd
like to tell us about the Monument, please use the back of the survey for comments.
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Appendix B
Contact Points and Sampling Schedule
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4/16-4/18

1999

5n-5/9

1999

5/14-5/16

1999

5/29-6/1

1999

6/12-6/14

1999

7/28-7/31

1999

8/14-8/16

1999

9/15-9/16
and 9/24-9/25

1999

Paria Town Site
Dry Fork (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Calf Creek Campground
Escalante River Trailhead
Escalante River Trailhead
Calf Creek Campground
Harris Wash (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Upper Calf Creek Falls
Calf Creek Campground
Escalante River Trailhead
Coyote Gulch (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Dry Fork (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Gulch (Burr Trail Road)
Deer Creek Campground & Trailheads
Upper Calf Creek Falls
Calf Creek Campground
Escalante River Trailhead
Grovesoner Arch
Cottonwood Road
Bull Valley Gorge (Skutumpah Road)
Deer Creek Campground
Gulch (Burr Trail Road)
Wolverine (Burr Trail Road)
Little Death Hollow (Burr Trail Road)
Calf Creek Campground
Escalante River Trailhead
Grovesoner Arch
Deer Creek Campground
Gulch (Burr Trail Road)
Wolverine (Burr Trail Road)
Calf Creek Campground
Escalante River Trailhead
Devil's Garden (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Dry Gulch (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Deer Creek Campground
Gulch (Burr Trail Road)
Calf Creek Campground
Escalante River Trailhead
Dry Gulch (Hole-in-Rock-Road)
Calf Creek Campground
Deer Creek
Upper Calf Creek
The Gulch

